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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions and understandings of 
public high school principals about the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process. 
The study was focused around the following three research questions which were 
answered through responses to a survey questionnaire mailed to a population of 288 
public high school principals in the state of Tennessee: 
1. What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school principals of the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
2. What are Tennessee public high school principals' understanding of the 
TSIPP? 
3. Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP differ on 
the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
Methods Used 
V 
An analysis of the data was conducted using descriptive statistics for the responses 
to demographic and ranking items in the questionnaire. The data were separated to look 
for differences in the following four variables of the study: gender, administrative tenure, 
school size and location. Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOV A) was used to 
check for differences in responses to perceptions and understandings to TSIPP. A series of 
Chi-Square tests was run for top-ranked responses to check for differences in perceptions 
and understandings utilized in terms of the variables. 
Major Findines 
Tennessee public high school principals generally agreed the TSIPP is a good 
process; however, they had reservations about the process and their ability to use it 
effectively, and would not use it if not required to do so. Principals identified three factors 
that they perceived to be primary obstacles in the implementation of their TSIPP: lack of 
resources, changing state requirements and staff apathy. 
School location was the only variable that resulted in a significant difference, and 
only in relation to one question: "I am well-trained to lead my school through TSIPP." 
This finding was more evident among rural high schools and was not a concern addressed 
by urban and suburban high schools. 
Conclusions 
There was agreement among high school principals in regard to their overall 
perceptions of the TSIPP; however, the principals' understandings portrayed a serious 
lack of understanding the process and recognizing the required format/model, as well as 
the submission requirement for TSIPP. 
Vl 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The improvement and restructuring of public education have been of national 
concern since the late 1950s. As schools were challenged to provide instructional 
strategies to enhance student performance, researchers and policymakers responded to the 
challenge. The national goal was to increase academic achievement for all children as 
expediently as possible. Educational researchers responded by studying successful schools 
and designing the models to be implemented (Sobocinski, 1999). Policymakers responded 
by mandating improvement programs for practitioners to implement. 
The underlying belief that emerged was that principal leadership was the key to 
effective school improvement. This led to a series of reform initiatives through the 
seventies and eighties (Sobincinski, 1999) that emphasized the principal's role as an 
instructional leader in leading schools toward improved student achievement (Niece, 1993; 
Sobincinski, 1999). School leaders were expected to replicate the characteristics that had 
been identified as traits of principals of highly effective schools. 
Reviewing effective schools characteristics during the late 70s and early 80s, 
Clark, Lotto, and Astuto ( 1984 ); Good and Brophy ( 1986); Purkey and Smith ( 1982); as 
well as Rowan, Bossert, and Dwyer ( 1983) all identified the importance of the principal in 
an effective school. Effective schools were identified as those led by principals who 
possessed a substantial knowledge base in curriculum, instruction, and evaluation; 
provided vision and direction for the school; promoted positive teaching and learning 
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environments; established patterns of effective communication and motivation; and 
maintained high expectations for self, staff and students (Clark, Lotto, and Asuto, 1984; 
Edmonds, 1979; Good and Brophy, 1986; Purkey and Smith, 1982; Rowan, Bossert, and 
Dwyer, 1983). 
Reports such as "A Nation at Risk" (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983 ), sent politicians across the country scrambling to initiate reforms with 
the ultimate aim of increasing student achievement. These reports detailed the problems 
and dilemmas facing public schools and the remedies needed to raise standards and 
improve teaching and learning (Tewel, 1993). Principal leadership in the effort was 
addressed once again in the follow-up report, "A Nation Prepared," ( 1986), which 
significantly underscored the principal' s role in student success. It characterized public 
high schools as places where students were not likely to develop the skills needed to 
engage in the activities that promote future success (Goodlad, 1984; Lightfoot 1983) and 
blamed principals for the continued decline in overall student achievement despite the 
efforts oflegislators and policymakers (Goodlad 1984, p.6). 
Educators underscored the importance of the role of the principal. They contended 
that the school improvement reforms had not been systematically effective to date because 
they had focused too much on the structure and organization of schools and not enough 
on the principal leadership that steered the program (Sobincinski, 1999). Schlechty ( 1997) 
cogently argued that the dilemma of public education was the failure of educational 
leadership to "properly frame the problems that beset schools," and Leithwood, Begley, 
and Cousins ( 1994) suggested in the mid-90s, as Wolcott ( 1973) did in the early 70s, that 
schools needed competent, knowledgeable principals who could manage schools while 
simultaneously leading them toward marked educational improvement. 
3 
Current reform efforts focus on the principal' s role in leading, implementing and 
ultimately creating the conditions that foster the successful implementation of school 
improvement. The traditional role of the principal has been examined, but the literature 
fails to elaborate on the expanded responsibilities of principals as an influence on school 
improvement planning and its implementation (Dufour, 1998; Schlechty, 1997). Schlechty 
( 1997) sees it as no surprise that administrators are not enamored with school 
improvement initiatives and tend to focus on "forces beyond their control" as problematic 
to school improvement (p.2). As new administrative roles replace traditional ones, the 
school administrator is expected to be a leader who empowers teachers, creates a climate 
of high academic standards for all students, and encourages mutual relationships with 
parents and community (Schlechty, 1997). 
Regardless of the goals of school improvement, they add to the predicament of the 
principal ship for shouldering the burden for school improvement. As F ullan ( 1991) points 
out, if school principals do not lead change, change will not occur, "That is, improvement 
will not happen ( 169)." 
As school improvement planning initiatives continued to be placed on legislative 
agendas across the nation, the State of Tennessee embraced the school improvement 
planning process as the reform mandate of choice (Smith, 1993). In December 1995, the 
State Board of Education mandated the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process 
as an educational policy, requiring all K-12 schools to develop, maintain and implement 
4 
school improvement plans (SIPs). The legislated policy language was scripted to impel 
public and non-public schools to find the necessary mechanisms to increase student 
achievement levels and to hold the school principal answerable for the performance of the 
school ( Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process: A Blueprint for Continuous 
Improvement, 1999). The State Board of Education made clear that principals were to 
have a thorough and complete understanding of the school improvement planning process 
and to follow the prescribed process in leading their schools toward higher student 
achievement levels (Tennessee State Board of Education Rule 0520-1-3-03(16), 1995). 
The TSIPP model was originally structured to assist schools in organizing 
information regarding student achievement and performance. Strategic planning models 
were reviewed in developing vision and mission statements as they related to beliefs held 
by school personnel and constituency groups. This component became the first element of 
developing the school improvement plan and early training sessions focused on the 
construction of mission statements and beliefs. However, the design of the school 
improvement plan focused primarily on process. Educators were told to focus on results 
without losing the importance of process and that the two were interdependent. It was 
evident in the early years of school improvement workshops that there was confusion and 
a lack of understanding by principals about the school improvement process overall, as 
well as the accepted model to be implemented (Smith, 1999). 
As early as 1996, the State Department of Education began a series of two-day 
workshops across the state to introduce and educate administrators about the newly 
mandated accountability package titled "School Improvement Planning Process." A 
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variety of accountability models and improvement processes were introduced as 
prototypes, but no one model or process was recommended as the one the state would 
recognize. However, the state made it clear that certain improvement components were 
required and needed to be evident in the plan. The required components were: School 
Profile; Defining Beliefs and Mission; Defining Desired Results for Student Leaming; 
Analyzing Instructional and Organizational Effectiveness; Developing the Action Plan; and 
Implementation of the Plan. 
Principals were encouraged to look at the process as a concept that would take 
shape as the required components were added to the model and addressed individually. 
Immediately, the lack of a prescribed structure generated many questions about format 
and what the plan would "look like" when completed. As there were no clearly defined 
starting and ending points in the model, the initial entry could vary with activities that had 
already taken place in the school, which again led to confusion and questions about the 
order and structure of the model. Frustration levels among administrators became evident 
as they shared their lack of knowledge and information about the school improvement 
process with their school faculties. The only consistent message that was understood was 
that the school improvement process was required by policy and would be implemented in 
every school in the state. In essence, the evaluation and accountability process under the 
school improvement requirement would be continuous and ongoing, student growth and 
achievement would be measured year to year, and administration and staff would be held 
accountable based on a document submitted to the state every two years. The implied 
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message, although not written into the policy, was that the school principal would be 
responsible for the development and implementation of the SIP. 
Tennessee's hopes for school improvement rest heavily on the shoulders of 
principals and on their leadership in the TSIPP as mandated. Recent literature suggests 
that principals who are identified as successful in improving their schools are fully involved 
in the planning processes and are knowledgeable and comfortable in the strategies to be 
employed (Lewis, Toole, Hargreaves, 1999; Schmoker, 1999). Changing the structure of 
schools, particularly through mandated reform is no easy task. Managing school change 
and improvement is one of the most complex tasks of school leadership (Peterson 1995). 
As Fullan (1993), and Sparks (1993) point out, to lead and manage change and 
improvement, school leaders need to understand the change process in which they are 
charged. To improve schools, one must not only attend to rules, procedures and practices 
necessary to implement the mandate, but also to the personal beliefs and perceptions of 
those who must carry out the mandate. Administrators have often felt that policymakers 
and those that make the decisions that impact schools have failed to bring them to the 
table to discuss the purpose, expectations and outcomes of changes they will be called on 
to implement. Also, that these same people, usually state legislators, fail to understand the 
connection between reform implementation and the values and perceptions of those who 
must guide the implementation (Schlechty, 1991). Thus, what is at issue in a mandate such 
as the TSIPP is principals' ability to deal with forced change and school improvement as 
mandated by a policy in which they have played little or no part, and their ability to 
understand and embrace the intent and requirements of the mandate. 
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Principals are seen as the key to school reform (Goldman and Conley, 1994 ). At 
the heart of the issue of improving schools via mandates such as TSIPP is the notion of 
whether principals perceive the mandate to be necessary. According to Schlechty ( 1991 ), 
there is a difference between principals who view schools as places to teach all students 
basic skills and principals who view schools as a place to prepare all students to function 
effectively in a world of ideas. Thus, the principals' perception of the value of legislated 
policy mandates will depend on whether or not the mandates comply with their personal 
belief of the role of the school (Walberg and Keefe, 1986). DuF our ( 1992) found that 
education mandates can be effective when their call for compliance is seen as reasonable 
and necessary behaviors by those who must implement them, particularly principals, but 
when perceived to be impossible, ineffective or unreasonable, they are internalized as 
coercive and compliance is resisted. As time passes, he argued, administrators tend to lose 
sight of the original intent of the policy mandate and merely to follow the process to be in 
compliance with the law. 
Given the Tennessee State Board of Education requirements for developing and 
implementing school improvement plans, and the burden it has placed on principals for 
fulfilling this mandate, it is essential that those involved in policymaking and research 
examine principals' perceptions and understanding of the school improvement planning 
process. Do they perceive the process to be necessary? Do they see it as a vehicle for 
improving schools? Do they understand the process they are required to use and are they 
using that process? 
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Before speaking to the problem to be addressed by this study, it is important for 
the reader to have a clear understanding of the mandated TSIPP process. The following is 
the recommended TSIPP ( 1998) school improvement plan format adopted by the SBE 
after the 1997 cycle and developed by the SDE in collaboration with the Office of School 
Approval: 






Collect the data. 
Dissaggregate by appropriate groups. 
Present in understandable ways. 
Summarize the data with a written narrative. 
Present document to stakeholders for agreement. 






Review the following before revising or formulating belief 
statements: 
a. Component 1 - school profile 
b. Summaries of research on effective schools and practices 
c. Overview of future trends 
d. Identification of any expected change 
e. School district five-year plan/goals 
Review belief statements to determine if they need revising. 
Determine if beliefs are reflected in practices in the school. 
If starting with new belief statements, form a committee to 
brainstorm beliefs and reach consensus. 
Survey staff and other stakeholders to inventory beliefs. 
Finalize a draft and present to staff for final consensus on the Belief 
Statements. 
Step 6: Send faculty consensus to all stakeholders for review, comments, 
and approval. 
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Mission/Vision Statement: The school vision for the future is embedded in the 
school's mission statement. The vision is what you wish to become, while the 
mission is your purpose for being or existing. 








Focus on what students will know and be able to do. Use 
information in the Profile (Component 1) and reflect on the 
school's Beliefs, Mission/Vision statements (Component 2) to 
determine what the school expects the students to know and be able 
to do when they exit the school. Review the following: 
a. Existing student performance date 
b. Findings of research and literature on future trends and effective 
schools 
c. Current school, district, state, and national goals for student 
learning 
d. Beliefs and Mission statement to insure that the Desired Results 
are reflected in the Beliefs and Mission statement. 
Identify Desired Results. Using consensus, select priority areas that 
are supported by evidence as areas to be included in the Action 
Plan. 
To add support that the areas identified are in need of 
improvement, review the following: 
a. Review the data collection 
b. Classroom observations 
c. Parent, student, and teacher observations 
d. Check the Belief and Mission statements for alignment with 
the Desired Results 
Present Desired Results to staff for final consensus. 
Write each Desired Result as a goal statement that is measurable. 
Write performance-based indicators for each one of the Desired 
Results. 
Step 7: Write an analysis of the current level of achievement on each one of 
the Desired Results. 










Review the literature regarding the following areas that have been 






a. Educational Agenda 
b. Leadership 
c. Community building/Learning Communities 
d. Use of technology 
Survey faculty on instructional and organizational effectiveness. 
Score the survey and identify perceived strengths and weaknesses 
of the school's instructional and organizational effectiveness. 
Validate the results through other strategies such as observing, 
interviewing, examining professional development plans, and 
administrative policies and procedures. 
Summarize school findings, providing evidence for each of the 
areas of strengths and weaknesses. Present findings in charts or 
graphs for easy presentation. 
Determine priorities. 
Write a narrative detailing the process for collecting data, 
explaining the charts and graphs, list areas of strengths and 
weaknesses, and the priorities for improvement. 
Present results to faculty. 
Component 5 - Developing the Action Plan (School Improvement Plan - SIP) 
Step l: Review the Desired Results/Student Performance Standard 





Write a goal tied to the Desired Result selected. The goal should: 
a. State what a student will do. 
b. Be measurable. 
c. Be challenging. 
d. Be attainable with a reasonable time frame. 
State the expected results that are desired for reaching the goal. 
Write action steps [strategies] that will assist in reaching the goal. 
Each action step should include: timeline, resources, persons 
responsible, curriculum/ instructional strategies, communication 
involvement, professional development plan, community 
involvement, evaluation, and expectations/results. 
Component 6 - Implementing and Evaluating the Action Plan 
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This component focuses on the importance of implementing the school improvement plan 





Monitor, review and update the SIP. 
Collect evidence of the achievement of the goals. 
Sustain commitment to the SIP: 
Next steps: 
a. Keep the goals not completed. 
b. Review whether new strategies or interventions are needed. 
c. Review the goals attained and determine if the level of 
achievement is adequate. 
(TSIPP, 1999, pp.22-33) 
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Statement of the Problem 
The Tennessee State Board of Education mandated the Tennessee School 
Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP) in order to meet the legislative demands for 
accountability and for increasing student learning in Tennessee public schools. Success 
in realizing the intent of the mandate depends heavily on school principals: their 
understanding, implementation and acceptance of the process. Anecdotal evidence raises 
questions about principals understanding and implementation of the process (Tennessee 
Association of Secondary School Principals, 1997) and thus the likelihood of realizing the 
intended goals, instructional improvement and increased student achievement. Given the 
time and resources devoted to realizing the goals ofTSIPP, it is important and timely to 
find out about Tennessee high school principals' understanding, implementation and 
acceptance of TSIPP. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions and understandings of 
Tennessee public high school principals about the Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process. 
Research Questions 
The research questions guiding the study were: 
1. What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school principals of the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
2. What are Tennessee public high school principals' understandings of the 
TSIPP? 
3. Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP differ on the 
basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
Si&nificance of Study 
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The Tennessee State Department of Education has devoted considerable time and 
resources to realize instructional improvement and increase student achievement in 
schools through TSIPP. It has a vested interest in learning if its mandates are being 
followed and its intentions realized. To date, there have been no studies of the process or 
its effects. This study was the first of what is hoped will be several that investigate the 
mandate and provide empirical data not currently available about the process and its 
implementation. 
The role of the principal in the development and implementation of the SIP is 
critical to the realization of the intent ofTSIPP. If principals do not accept or implement 
the process as delineated, they are unlikely to realize the goals of the mandate. Information 
about principals' perceptions and understandings of the process was needed to determine 
if the process was being used as desired and/or if efforts needed to be undertaken to 
change their behaviors and/or clear up misunderstandings. 
In addition, the results of the study provided a glimpse into principals' responses to 
state mandates, in particular to ones that call for principal leadership in school 
improvement efforts but did not involve them in the process of designing or developing 
those mandates. Since an increasing number of state mandates rest on such a basis, the 
results of the study provide insight into this process. 
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Delimitations of the Study 
The delimitations of this study were centered around those elements that had been 
imposed on the study by the researcher. This study was delimited to the perceptions and 
understandings of Tennessee high school principals. Thus, the findings were limited to that 
population and were not generalizable to elementary and middle school principals in the 
state, or to principals in other states. 
Realizing that principals are but one component of the school improvement 
process, the results spoke to their perspective and understandings and not to those of 
others who might have been involved in the process. Other important constituencies that 
may be involved or influence the process and its implementation, such as teachers, school 
boards, the community, parents and students, were not addressed in this study. 
Definition of Key Terms 
The following definitions of terms are provided to ensure clear understanding of 
language pertinent to school improvement as mandated under the Tennessee School 
Improvement Planning Process. 
Accountability, according to the Tennessee School Improvement Planning 
Manual, is commitment to and compliance with the prescribed TSIPP components. (The 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process: A Blueprint for Continuous 
Improvement, 1999). 
Administrators/principals referred to in this study are state-certified, licensed 
principals of Tennessee high schools, grades 9-12. 
Change relates to managing new materials, dealing with new behaviors and 
practices, and acquiring new beliefs and understandings (Fullan, 1992). 
Mandate is defined as an authoritative order or command on a public issue, 
'usually written. (Webster's Encyclopedic Dictionary, 1990). 
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Mission is the school organization's purpose which identifies its uniqueness, what 
it is going to do for children and how well it will do it. This is the beginning component of 
the TSIPP model (The Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process: A Blueprint for 
Continuous Improvement, 1999). 
Needs Assessment is a process for identifying the differences between the goals a 
school sets for students and the students' actual performance. 
Restructuring is defined as altering systems of rules, roles and relationships that 
allow schools to serve existing purposes more effectively or serve new purposes 
altogether ( Schlechty, 1991). 
School Improvement is defined as identifying and developing aptitudes for the 
purpose of getting better at preparing children to function effectively as adults in a world 
of ideas ( Schlechty, 1991). 
School Reform is defined as a process of change in school policy, procedure or 
rule that affects how a school or schools operate. Compared to restructuring, reform can 
be thought of as smaller steps toward change. For the purpose ohhis study, school reform 
refers to school administration and governance procedures as well as the school's subject 
matter and teaching methods as mandated by state law (Conley, 1993). 
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Tennessee State Board of Education (SBE) is a group of persons appointed by 
the Governor of the state responsible for managing the education of children in the state. 
Tennessee State Department of Education (SDE) is a group of persons 
responsible for executing policies mandated by the State Board of Education regarding the 
education of children in the State of Tennessee. 
Strategic Plan is an intensive plan developed as a result of data collection and 
collaborative decision-making to improve the quality of an organization. 
Vision is the articulation of a realistic, credible future for a school organization. 
Methods and Procedures 
This study was exploratory and descriptive in nature and utilized a survey 
questionnaire developed by the researcher to gather data from 288 public high school 
principals in the state of Tennessee. The survey instrument was developed from the 
research questions and the procedures outlined in the TSIPP. 
A descriptive analysis of the data as a whole was conducted using SPSS computer 
software and descriptive statistics including means, frequencies and percentages were 
generated as appropriate to the questions. The data were then separated to look for 
differences in terms of the following variables: gender, administrative tenure, school size 
and location. Multivariate Analysis of Variance was used to see if there were statistically 
significant differences in responses to perceptions of the TSIPP in terms of these variables 
and Chi-Square tests were run to see if there were differences in the understandings of the 
TSIPP in terms of the variables. 
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Organization of the Study 
This study is organized and presented in 5 chapters. Chapter One, the introduction, 
contains an overview, a statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research 
questions, significance, delimitations, definition of terms, and a preview of the methods 
and procedures used in the study. In addition, an orientation to the Tennessee School 
Improvement Planning Process is provided to familiarize the reader with the process and 
better understand the implications of the mandate. Chapter Two is a critical review of the 
research and related literature that discusses the national movement toward accountability 
and the resulting school reform effort in Tennessee, and the significance of principal 
leadership in the school improvement planning process. Chapter Three details the methods 
and procedures used in the conduct of the study. Included in this chapter is the setting of 
the study, population, research variables, survey instrument, data analysis and 
interpretation. Data collection and procedures are also discussed. Chapter Four contains a 
presentation of the findings. Chapter Five provides a summary of the study, including the 
findings, discussion of the findings, conclusions and results, and recommendations for the 
field and for future studies. 
Summary 
In responding to the current emphasis on school improvement, State Departments 
of Education (SDEs) face tremendous scrutiny relating to the problem of accountability. 
The SD Es have responded in a variety of ways. Though they have adopted school 
improvement models to engender systemic change at the individual school site, SDEs have 
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REVIEW OF THE HISTORY AND LITERATURE 
Without a competent caring individual in the principal's 
position, the task of school reform is very difficult. Reform 
can be initiated from outside the school or stimulated from 
within. But in the end, it is the principal who implements 
and maintains the changes through the inevitable roller 
coaster of euphoria and setbacks (Gerstner et al., 1994, p.133). 
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This chapter provides a review of the literature relevant to the study. It is 
presented in 2 sections. The first section summarizes Tennessee school reform efforts in 
relation to the national focus on student achievement and accountability. It concludes with 
the transition from the early reform efforts in Tennessee to the establishment of the school 
improvement policy and resulting procedures and expectations. The second section 
examines the literature on effective schools and the factors that contribute to principal 
leadership and the implications for school improvement initiatives. 
Accountability and School Reform: National and State Context 
Tennessee, like many other states, is in the midst of a major reform effort to 
improve public education and to hold schools accountable for the education they provide. 
The national focus on educational accountability initiated by the 1983 release of"A 
Nation at Risk" (National Commission on Excellence in Education}, has led states, 
including Tennessee, to develop mandated school improvement and reform policies for 
ensuring quality instruction and student achievement. Although the state of Tennessee has 
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lagged behind other states in carrying out federal mandates and reform efforts, the school 
improvement planning process, as adopted by Tennessee, can be traced back to federal 
initiatives, such as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Smith, 1998). 
Created in 1965, the ESEA helped to define the federal role in education in 
providing for distribution of funds to assist students in the greatest need and in promoting 
innovation and best educational practices (U.S. Department ofEducation, 1999). 
Continuously funded since 1965, it has fostered various programs over the years, 
including Title I compensatory education, Title VI innovative education strategy grants, 
Safe and Drug-Free Schools, magnet school assistance, technology for education, 
coordinated services and other school improvement endeavors. Most recently, many of the 
federal elementary and secondary education programs were updated in the 106th Congress 
when Senators and Representatives undertook the reauthorization of the Elem~ntary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 
As a direct result ofESEA federal programs, several school reform efforts 
surfaced, integrating and merging various components of Title I, Title VI and other federal 
programs. The most recent educational reform movement that can be linked to ESEA, 
beginning in the early 80s and continuing today, is characterized by two waves of reform 
initiatives. The first wave involved regulation and monitoring by state legislatures; the 
second focused on restructuring. 
In his review of the Tennessee Educational Improvement Act of 1984, DeMitchell 
( 1992) explains that "so many states enacted educational laws in response to a deluge of 
reform reports, that consequently this has been called the first wave of reform" (p.12). 
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This first wave of reform sought to achieve 'excellence' in education by regulations. As 
Coan ( 1995) attests, "Those advocating excellence felt that poor student achievement did 
not result from a poorly designed system, but from a lack of quality control" (p.9). State 
and local regulations were conceived and designed to improve student performance. The 
first efforts (including competency testing, increased graduation requirements and 
mandated length of school days) were attempts by state legislatures through local school 
boards to raise the bar for students and teachers. The emphasis of the 1980s reform 
movement was on greater state control through mandates that were designed to improve 
the existing goals and structures of schools (Cuban, 1988). 
By the early 90s, it was evident that the first wave of reform had not achieved the 
outcomes that were hoped for, the aligning of high standards and student performance 
(Coan, 1995), and the second wave ofreform, which focused on restructuring, became the 
new mantra of the reform movement. Policymakers and reformers began looking at 
different approaches to fixing and improving schools. Citing "the virtual lack of systems' 
changing policy mechanisms" of the first wave of reform, DeMitchell ( 1992) offered that 
the second wave of reform gathered strength from the failure of the first wave and that it 
"changed the policy instrument means of system changing to a policy end generally called 
restructuring" (p .413). 
At the same time that the modem reform movement was driving the educational 
agenda nationally by the early 80s, a comprehensive educational reform movement was 
underway in Tennessee to ensure that all students achieved at a level where they could 
successfully compete in the 21 st century (Smith, 1993). The Tennessee Business 
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Roundtable (TBR), representing the corporate world, advised the Tennessee State 
Legislature about what they envisioned public schools should look like and recommended 
performance levels for all public schools to meet as early as 1984. Reacting to the TBR' s 
directive, the Tennessee General Assembly established the state's first long-term 
commitment to planning in public education K-12 (T.C.A. Chapter 49) and the State 
Board of Education (SBE) was required to develop and maintain a master plan focusing 
on the long-range educational needs of Tennessee. This original education mandate was to 
be updated annually with the long-range intention of extending this process to local 
school systems and eventually to individual schools (Smith, 1999). 
The road to school improvement in Tennessee, as a reform attempt, can be 
simultaneously traced to the development of the national standards movement and the first 
national summit on education convened by former President Bush. At that summit, which 
was attended by several state governors, the need for national goals was discussed and 
agreed upon. Several months later, the governors and the president established the first set 
of national goals for education. A few months later, a National Education Goals Panel was 
created with governors and federal officials to monitor and oversee the nation's progress 
toward meeting the goals. The panel, led by former Governor Roy Romer of Colorado, 
and more recently superintendent of Los Angeles Unified School District, determined that 
goals would not be as effective as standards in improving America's public education. The 
country was placed on notice that it needed clear educational standards and new forms of 
assessments to measure school achievement(National Goals Panel, 1991). In Tennessee, 
politicians, the Business Roundtable and interested others, in reaction to the national 
malediction, responded by charging the SBE with creating a K-12 accountability system 
that could be monitored and assessed. 
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By 1990, the State Board of Education, in conjunction with the State Department 
of Education and influenced by the National Goals Panel's recommendations, set in 
motion the requirements for each local school system to establish and maintain a five-year 
strategic plan. Within the next two years, the Tennessee General Assembly approved and 
passed the Education Improvement Act (1992), as a means by which the public could hold 
educators accountable for student achievement. By 1995, the SBE passed a policy 
requiring all K-12 Tennessee schools to develop, maintain and implement school 
improvement plans for continuous improvement (SBE Rule 0520-1-3-.03(16)). It 
provides: 
(a) Each local board of education shall develop, maintain and 
implement a long-range strategic plan which addresses at least a 
five year period of time. The plan shall be updated every two years 
and include a mission statement, goals, objectives and strategies, 
and address the State Board of Education master plan. 
(b) Each local board of education shall have each school under 
its jurisdiction develop, maintain and implement a school improvement 
plan. The plan shall have be updated every two years and include areas 
such as curriculum, instruction, professional development, and 
community partnerships, and address the long-range strategic 
plan of the local board of education. 
In response to this policy mandate, the Department of Education developed the Tennessee 
School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP) and added a planning requirement to 
include individual schools, which became the basis for the Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process. In addition, the school plan was to address the five-year plan mandated 
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at the system level. This action created a link among individual schools to the local 
education agency and eventually to the State Board for communication and planning 
purposes (Smith, 1999). It was also decided that a compliance component, much like what 
was required under school approval, would continue and be a part of the school 
improvement plan. While the school improvement plan would focus on student 
achievement, a separate compliance component would continue to collect necessary data 
and support existing data to be used by the SDE and the local system. 
Historically, Tennessee schools have complied with laws enacted by the Tennessee 
Legislature and with rules and regulations promulgated by the State Board of Education. 
This compliance with school law and regulations led to a process designated as school 
approval, which preceded the school improvement planning process. Specific plans and 
timelines for coming into full compliance enabled a school system to be recommended to 
the Commissioner of Education for school approval. School approval, in previous years, 
included and would continue to include for the 1996-97 school year, a self-reporting 
process completed at the local school by administration and school staff This collection of 
information, including school data, was used to support the local system's funding 
process, Education Improvement Act (EIA) class size requirements and accountability, 
and other state reporting requirements. The following types of data were required as part 
of the school approval process: attendance, academic and vocational education, special 
education, membership and net enrollment, dropout, promotion and retention reports, 
suspension and expulsion reports, completers, staff report, school report, accountability 
for 200 Days report, and school and system demographic information. From this existing 
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data, reports were generated to determine compliance for the school approval process. 
Although schools were operating in compliance with laws, rules, regulations and 
standards, they could no longer rely on quality control by school approval compliance to 
ensure that changes were being made to schools that generated improvement measures 
(TSIPP, 1996). 
In an attempt to make schools accountable, the primary focus early on was 
developing a performance-based school improvement planning process focused on student 
performance and learning in relation to effective teaching and curriculum strategies in an 
individual school. The concept of paradigm engineering, a redesign methodology, drove 
the school improvement initiative by holding unnamed individuals in schools responsible 
for implementing the redesign and ensuring its implementation and ultimate success 
(TSIPP, 1996; Smith, 1998). Although the building level principal was not specifically 
identified, it was implied in the language and assumed by school administrators to be the 
intent of the policy. 
Initially, the SDE did not dictate a standard process to be followed in developing 
the individual SIP, but did require that five components be included in every school plan: 
school profile; beliefs and mission; desired results for student learning; analysis of current 
practice; and an action plan. The Commissioner of Education, Dr. Jane Walters (1996), 
charged the School Approval Department with the task of reviewing school approval and 
other accountability models, such as SACS accreditation and Title I improvement, for the 
purpose of consolidating processes already in use and creating a more practical and 
useable procedure that could be used to meet accreditation, school improvement, Title I 
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improvement, and other school approval processes. Rather than having separate school 
improvement plans, TSIPP would be designed to incorporate as many components as 
possible into one plan for improvement. Since the SBE would require every school to 
develop a plan for continuous improvement, and as there were existing plans with similar 
components, it was imperative to the success of school improvement that one plan absorb 
all of the components and satisfy requirements for other existing accountability models 
(Smith, 1999). In examining the existing models and procedures, it was determined that 
several policies and regulations, federal and state, could be consolidated and adapted 
under one accountability model as shown in Table 1. 
In 1995, various constituencies became involved in developing the TSIPP 
prototype and asking essential questions to create the original components to be included 
in the SIP. Several basic premises emerged from the group activity that framed the 
components: 
• Schools must have a clearly defined plan with specified goals and a mission 
and vision statement to be effective. 
• TSIPP is a strategic planning process to assist schools at the site. 
• The process is designed for total staff involvement. 
• The process is generic and designed to be flexible for use in all K-12 
schools. 
• TSIPP is performance-based, not compliance or monitor based. (TSIPP, 
1996, pp. 7-8). 
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TABLE:1 Existing Policies and Regulations 
Impacting the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process 
Ensting Models/ State Board of Education Legislative Mandate State Deparbnent of 
Procedures Mandate (State) (State & Federal) Education Requirements 
(State) 
SACS: Mandated School Board Five Comprehatsive Reform Act, Student Management 
School Improvement Year Plan 1984 Information Packages 
School Rmewal ( Anendance/ Preliminary 
Evaluative Criteria Report) 
SACS Standard~/ Mandated School Education Improvement Act, GOALS2000 
Improvement Plan 1992 
Safe & Drug Free Schools Teacher Licensure Mandates Basic Education Plan for Studmt Performance Data: 
FWlding Value-Added 
T-CAP 
SREB: High Schools That Report Cards: Five Areas Federal Special Education T.AS.L. Training for 
Work Legislation/ Inclusion Administration/ School Board 
Title Ii PATS Professional Development Federal Vocational Legislation Accountability Reports 
Initiatives 
State & School Approval Class size, Licensure School Safety Legislation Curriculum & Instructional 
Requirements Framework 
As a result, the school improvement planning process was transformed into five 
components, incorporating the basic TSIPP premises: 
• Data Gathering: All school improvement must be data driven (Murphy, 1992). The 
planning process begins with the collection of pertinent data. Data may include 
parent, student, faculty, and community surveys, test results, attendance, 
promotion rates, and graduation rates. Data should be collected for a three-year 
period and presented in a way that is understood. 
• Beliefs: Clearly stated and agreed upon beliefs give direction to the identification 
of learner expectations, how a school is organized and the way in which instruction 
is delivered. Beliefs are the value structure of the school and are evident in the 
daily operation of the school. The belief component should answer the question: 
What do we believe about students, schools, and the relationships necessary to 
ensure a quality education.for all children? 
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• Leamer Expectations: A vision is developed by answering the question: What do 
we want our students to know and be able to do as a result of having been in this 
school? 
• Identification of Organizational Structures: A clear understanding of structure is 
necessary in identifying the curriculum, staff, students and time. The questions to 
be answered are: What are the indicators of the organizational capacity of 
schools to provide the conditions for quality teaching and learning? What are the 
indicators of the capacity of the school's instructional system to support students' 
achievement of the learner expectations established for their learning? 
• Identification of strengths and needs: By analyzing the data and using the 
knowledge gained from the data to identify strengths and needs as related to the 
mission of the school and the learner expectations help the school create a baseline 
and chart progress. It allows a school to ask how effective their efforts are in 
helping achieve their goal. 
• Strategies: Strategies give direction to school improvement planning teams. 
Strategy statements must include curriculum and instruction, staff and professional 
development, resources, and parent and community partnerships as required by the 
SBE. 
• School Improvement Development Plans: Effective and appropriate planning 
should be formed around the goal statements and/or strategies for improvement. It 
should be total faculty involvement and not limited to a small number of staff 
Improvement plans should include who is responsible, timelines, and outcomes of 
the action (TSIPP, 1996, pp. 15-16). 
The concept of SIP, as adopted in Tennessee, was built on the premise that before 
a school can improve or undergo change, a vision, a philosophy, or belief system needed 
to be embedded and become the benchmark for change. Thus, the belief system became 
the starting point from which the TSIPP was to be built (Smith, 1998). 
In response to the SBE school improvement policy, the Department of Education 
developed the prototype for the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process 
(TSIPP). The original policy language did not provide for a template or model to develop 
a school improvement plan. The vagueness and the ambiguity of the policy created 
apprehension among administrators, particularly as their role was not defined other than 
being the instructional leader of the school (Smith, 1999). 
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With the State Board of Education's new requirement for all schools to develop 
SIPs to be submitted in 1997, it was determined that technical assistance would be 
essential to assist principals and their faculties, particularly as the process was a data-
driven model and training would be critical in analyzing student data and then knowing 
what to do with it (Smith, 1996).Training sessions were developed regionally to assist 
educators in meeting the mandate requirements before the first submission was due in 
December. Over a period of thirty months, 6000 educators went through school 
improvement planning training to learn about the TSIPP development, the compliance 
requirement and the implications of the compliance component. The training workshops 
were the first opportunities for the Department of Education to introduce the template for 
the school improvement planning process and to create a mind set among Tennessee 
educators that school improvement plans would be accountability blueprints for all K-12 
schools. 
The first Tennessee school improvement plans (SIPs) were submitted for state 
review on December 15, 1997. Following the first review, the plans, a checklist indicating 
the elements the reviewers had looked for and found-or not-and recommendations and 
commendations were returned to the schools in April 1998. Principals were given little 
direction about what to do with the SIPs once the initial review was completed and the 
reviewer checklists with recommendations were returned. It was apparent after the first 
30 
cycle of school improvement in 1997, that several major issues needed to be resolved. It 
was evident to the SDE that a lack of understanding of the school improvement process, 
as well as time constraints, minimum staff involvement, mandated student assessment 
changes, policy revisions, and staff apathy were obstacles that needed to be addressed 
before the next SIPs were to be submitted in 1999 ( Smith, 1999). Further, it was a major 
source of consternation to the State Department that there was inconsistency among the 
plans that were submitted and the SDE concluded that in the future a template needed to 
be developed to guide schools through the components of school improvement. From 
their perspective, many administrators felt that the state had failed to adequately instruct 
educators in the school improvement model and had not provided appropriate technical 
assistance, particularly in how to analyze and use student data (Smith, 1999). 
Annual, regional SIP training sessions were established to provide direction and 
assurances to educators that school improvement would not go away, nor was it an 
education phase, and that to have effective and viable school improvement plans, 
understanding of the improvement process was paramount (Smith, 1999). These actions 
were informed by the literature on critical elements in the change process and the needs of 
leaders of that process (1999). The SOE recognized that administrators had limited time 
to develop, plan, implement and administer school improvement plans, while continuing 
the daily operation of the school. For school improvement to become an integral part of 
the daily operation of the school, principals needed to internalize TSIPP as the roadmap 
for everything proposed at the school. 
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After the initial 1997 submission, school improvement plans were placed on a two-
year cycle of implementation and evaluation by the state. Thus, the next plan would be due 
in December, 1999 (Smith, 1998). The State Department of Education assumed that 
school personnel understood that the school improvement process was on-going and 
continuous and that individual schools would 'work the plan.' It was assumed by the SDE 
that schools, led by their principals, would implement the plans and make any necessary 
revisions, changes or deletions as determined by the action plan within the school 
improvement plan. It was also assumed that with the second cycle of school improvement, 
principals and their faculties would have a greater understanding of the SIP process and 
better SIPs would be submitted in 1999. 
In May 1998, the SBE received a report from the SDE on the implementation of 
the first cycle of school improvement planning. At that time, the Board_ affirmed that the 
school improvement process would be continued and strengthened by linking the SIP with 
the newly enacted state policies: Early Childhood Education Policy, Middle Grade Policy 
and High School Policy. The three State Board policies have specific language and 
requirements that could be monitored through the implementation of the SIP. The SBE 
validated the TSIPP as an inclusive process that could be used as the one process 
required for Title I, Technology, Safe and Drug Free, Education Edge, Special Education, 
and Vocational Education (Rule 0520-1-3-.03(16)). Schools would continue to link their 
improvement plans to the local school board's five-year strategic plan, SDE's Master Plan, 
and the State's performance goals, which would satisfy the compliance component added 
by the Board. The SBE also designated the TSIPP as the mechanism to be used by schools 
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and school systems designated as probationary, or as later identified as 'on-notice.' For 
the first time since the inception of TSIPP, the SBE identified, defined and laid out the 
essential elements of school improvement planning to be followed in Tennessee: 
• Goals: The plan will include goals, strategies for achieving them and 
measures of success. Schools will use student performance data and the 
results of needs assessments administered to appropriate constituencies in 
establishing goals. Schools will be encouraged to develop rubrics to 
measure success. 
• Focus on Students: School improvement plans will focus on student 
learning. 
• Effectiveness: The school improvement planning process will examine 
current teaching, learning and organizational practices to determine 
effectiveness. 
• Best Practices: The school improvement planning process will include an 
examination of current research regarding best practices. 
• Professional Development: The school improvement plan will include a 
plan for professional development focusing on the needs of the individual 
school and designed to assist educators in using the best practices to meet 
the goals in the plan. 
• Technology: The school improvement plan will emphasize effective use of 
technology for instruction, planning, professional development, and data 
management. 
• Parent and Community Involvement: School improvement planning teams 
will include parent and community members (Rule 0520, p.16). 
By identifying the essential elements of school improvement planning, the SBE established 
a prescribed structure and a language that schools were to use beginning with the next 
cycle of school improvement plans (TSIPP, 1999). The revised school improvement 
planning policy also reemphasized that school improvement planning was a continuous 
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process and that revised SIPs should and would show changes or revisions in bold print so 
that state reviewers could determine how schools were using their plans for improvement. 
The SDE, acting on SBE policy recommendations, responded by introducing a 
revised TSIPP with six components; a "new and improved version of the original TSIPP 
process" (Smith, 1999, p.17). The 'new' TSIPP was more specific and detailed than the 
first model, but it still provided schools flexibility and creativity in how they approached 
the model. This became an area of criticism from administrators because they felt that the 
TSIPP should be a prescribed template that was very specific beyond the required 
components. Confusion still prevailed among administrators and faculties about how to 
meet accreditation requirements for SACS and create a plan for TSIPP, not fully 
understanding that either one would satisfy the requirements expected by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools for accreditation and the State Department of 
Education for school improvement. Lack of understanding of the school improvement 
process and poor communication of state expectations appeared to be major obstacles to 
successful implementation ofTSIPP at the local school. 
Certain concerns emerged as school improvement plans were reviewed after the 
second submission in 1999. One concern was the amount of time required of schools and 
their staffs to review and implement a school improvement plan. Earlier accountability 
efforts, such as voluntary school accreditation reviews, were completed, celebrated and 
then stored, not to be reviewed for another five years in preparation for the next ten-year 
accreditation review. The school improvement planning process, a mandatory exercise, 
reviewed every two years by the SDE, required educators to engage in a continuous 
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review and implementation process. Further, it became even more evident that schools did 
not know how to use their plans as effective improvement tools and that they lacked the 
focused staff development and training necessary to carry out the research-based 
evaluations and reviews required in school improvement planning. It became obvious to 
the Executive Director of Accountability, Dr. Connie Smith, that for the TSSIP to be 
realized as an instrument of effective change, further training and professional 
development needed to be in place. 
By 2000, the Office of School Approval, responding to the concerns of school 
personnel, developed a step- by- step outline of the TSIPP to help schools revise and 
implement their SIPs. It was the hope of the SBE and SOE that schools would not simply 
meet the requirement of school improvement, but would internalize the process as a way 
to improve continually and better serve students and communities and become what Senge 
(1990) called learning organizations and Dufour (1998) later refers to as professional 
learning communities. 
In addition to the initial school improvement plan requirement, which was designed 
as a performance-based model, and because of the complexity of funding, monitoring and 
providing technical assistance to educational programs, it was determined by the SOE that 
a compliance component needed to be a part of the school improvement plan (Smith, 
1999). As the original focus of the SIP was student achievement, a separate compliance 
component was added to collect data as well as supplement existing data for use by the 
SOE and the local school system to assess better what was actually taking place in the 
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schools (School System Compliance Document, T.C.A. Chapter 49 and RR.MS Chapter 
0520, 1995). 
The whole model of school improvement and accountability in education, in which 
individuals or groups are assessed, is designed for compliance, not improvement according 
to Dufour (1992). Non-educators are determining cut-off scores for exit tests, mandating 
additional end-of-course exams, threatening sanctions, all under the umbrella of school 
improvement. School administrators have not been solicited for their opinions and 
perceptions of the school improvement planning process since its inception, and continue 
to address additional criteria under the state mandate before current expectations are fully 
evaluated. Lewis ( 1986), after examining different educational programs around the world 
concluded: "Our best bet to improving schools lies not with fine-tuning state reforms ... 
but with stimulating individual schools to change and providing them with assistance" 
(p.35). 
Effective Schools and Factors Contributine to Principal Leadership: Implications 
for School Improvement 
If a school is a vibrant, innovative, child-centered place; if 
it has a reputation for excellence in teaching; if students are 
performing to the best of their ability; one can almost always 
point to the principal' s leadership as the key to success. 
(U.S. Resolution 359, 1970) 
Research on effective schools from the 70s and 80s emphasized the importance of 
the principal at the head of school improvement efforts (Edmonds, 1979; Jones, 1987; 
Lezotte and Bancroft, 198 5; Lipham, 1981). Effective principals were found to be 
committed to facilitating change to improve their schools and impact student performance 
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and to have a clear understanding of how their schools should operate. As early as 1972, 
Goldhammer and Becker, who looked at elementary schools in urban and suburban 
settings, concluded that the common denominator in all of the schools deemed successful 
was a strong principal leader who was aggressive, professionally astute and dynamic, and 
focused on instruction and educational program deemed necessary and appropriate. 
Edmonds (1979), in his study of urban, inner-city schools, sought to identify 
commonalities among schools labeled as high-achieving schools. The common factors he 
discerned became the basis for his Five-Factor Theory which in tum became the 
foundation for the effective schools movement. The theory provided school leaders with a 
focus for school improvement activities and a guide for their behavior. The factors that 
Edmonds identified in high-achieving schools were: 1) a strong academic focus school-
wide, 2) high expectations for students and teachers, 3) strong leadership, 4) a safe and 
orderly environment, and 5) frequent assessment of student performance. Although this 
research was met with scepticism by some (Cawelti, 1997), his conclusion that an 
undeniable characteristic of effective schools is "strong administrative leadership without 
which the disparate elements of good schooling can neither be brought together nor kept 
together" (1979, p.22), was widely acknowledged and affirmed in subsequent studies 
(Bossert et al, 1982; Duke & Canady, 1991; Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Heck 
and Marcoulides, 1990; Stallings, 1981 ). 
Many school leaders adopted the five factors as a venue to move their schools 
toward high-achieving status. However, as Cawelti (1997) pointed out, the Five-Factor 
Theory 'lended to prescribe only the idealized conditions that were needed, but did not 
help establish the processes needed to help ensure there would be ongoing attention to 
these factors" (p.14). While not denying the importance of the factors, he argued that 
principals needed a template to guide them through the process of moving their schools 
toward improvement and higher student achievement. 
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Lezotte (1992) and Lipham ( 1981 ), along with others (Bennis & Nanus, 1992; 
Lezotte, 1992; Perkey & Smith, 1983 ), profiled principals identified as successful 
administrators and found that they empowered teachers, established high expectations and 
maintained a climate that was both motivating and nurturing. These principals shared the 
decision-making and the accolades for a job well-done. Further, they found a strong 
correlation between teacher satisfaction and perceived effectiveness of the principal. In an 
earlier study, Sergiovanni (1967) surveyed more than 3,000 teachers. He found that 
although advancement was not a strong factor in job satisfaction, feelings of achievement, 
recognition and empowerment that go with autonomy in the classroom were significant 
factors in teacher satisfaction. In conjunction, principals of these schools were seen as 
highly effective initiators of change and supportive of their teaching staff. 
And there is considerable agreement that schools are unlikely to improve without 
principals who are fixated on results and possess a basic understanding of school 
improvement (Cawelti, 1999; Dufour, 1992; Herman and Stringfield, 1997). The ultimate 
test of a principal is the results the school achieves with students, the driving goal of the 
school improvement planning process. One of the few uncontested findings in the 
educational research is that the principal makes the difference between a mediocre school 
and a good school (Lewis, Toole, Hargreaves, 1999). Indeed, for nearly thirty years 
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educational research has affirmed the importance of the building level principal in creating 
the climate for an effective school (Def our and Eaker, 1998; Smith and Andrews, 1989). 
Smith and Andrews ( 1989), who examined the role of principals and their influence on the 
school, reinforced earlier studies that the principal was the key to success of the school 
and critical to the improvement of student achievement. Lipham ( 1981) in his review of 
research on effective principals, found that only principals perceived as effective improved 
schools and boosted academic success for their students. He went so far as to propose that 
"no change of substantial magnitude can occur in any school without principals' 
understanding and support" (p.15). Dufour and Eaker (1992), in a study similar to 
Goldhammer and Beckner's (1972) twenty-years earlier, recognized the principal as the 
most significant factor in successfully leading schools through change. In a similar study, 
Eisner observed principals' daily actions with their staff and their ability to motivate their 
staffs and concluded that the "key to a school's success is the 'principal principle': the 
notion that a strong administrator with vision and with ability to carry out his or her goals 
can make an enormous difference in a school" (1979, p.59). Purkey and Smith, originally 
critics of the effective schools research, agreed that it "seems clear that leadership is 
necessary to initiate and maintain the improvement process and the principal is uniquely 
positioned to fill this role" (1983, p.443). Indeed, the general consensus among 
researchers is that school improvement is dependent on the principal (Cawelti, 1999; Deal 
and Peterson, 1990; Dufour and Eaker, 1998; Lipham, 1981; Schmoker, 1996) and if 
schools are to evolve and improve to meet the demands of today, then a major player in 
the school improvement planning process must be the principal. 
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Principals face a number of potential obstacles to successfully managing school 
improvement. In order to effectively institute and manage change (school improvement) 
principals must, first of all, understand what school improvement is and means and what 
they may need to do to achieve it. The underlying premise behind school improvement 
planning is the ability to visualize what is needed for improvement and the mechanisms 
needed to initiate the change to bring about the improvement. Further, successful reforms 
have typically required enormous effort on the part of one or more individuals-effort that 
may be difficult to sustain over time. Principals must manage to support the improvement 
effort regardless of the obstacles that might occur and build it into the normal structures 
and practices of the school in order for it to continue. Thus, the principal must have a solid 
understanding of the process and be able to articulate how the improvement process is 
integral to the success of the school. 
Fullan and Miles ( 1992) expound that "reform is systemic" and "actions based on 
knowledge of the change process must be systemic, too" (p.215). Even well-meaning 
reform efforts, such as school improvement planning, represent new learning and meaning 
for those who are charged with implementing them and failure to institutionalize the 
reform underlies the demise of many reforms. It would appear that lack of understanding 
and fear of change are both inhibitors in initiating school improvement or reform. 
However, Fullan ( 1998 ), the recognized expert on the change process, has argued that 
research "has failed to provide the specificity and practical applications" needed to tell 
leaders what to do or where to start in school improvement efforts (p.125). Added to this, 
as Schmoker (2001 ), found, principals can "manage and master"school improvement 
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processes, but found that they were "rarely taught systematically or given the priority they 
deserve" (p.126). And Beach (1993), commenting on the principal's need to understand 
why a change is needed noted: "This shift ... (in principal responsibility for school 
improvement) has created a situation in which the practitioner must now operate at a 
higher level of understanding with respect to change efforts" (p.660). 
Slavin ( 1997) found that principals who did not understand and support the 
process became major impediments to achieving school improvement, but found that 
understanding of a process was but one factor in determining successful implementation. 
He identified another element that can have as profound an impact as lack of 
understanding-openness to and readiness for change. Slavin (1997) interviewed principals 
about their perspective on change to determine if they could articulate how they embraced 
change as it was introduced to their schools. He found experienced principals to be more 
reluctant to embrace change and more critical when new initiatives were introduced than 
less experienced principals. He also found that some principals were ready to activate their 
school improvement efforts with little assistance, while others needed substantial guidance 
and support to develop and implement their plans. He advised that the inability to embrace 
change may be a symptom of not understanding or a lack of knowledge about what is to 
occur. As Champy (1995) noted, if time is not given to inculcate principals with the 
knowledge needed to incorporate any change or process, successful change will not occur 
and is doomed to fail. 
Beyond the principal' s openness to change, Fox ( 1992) also stressed the role of 
principal leadership in initiating and influencing change: 
Principals must understand change if they are to influence it. . . . 
become and remain aware of general research findings on the topic of 
change. Understand personal perceptions of change. Apprehend the 
limitations of research on effective schools' and change. Examine 
sources of change for a school. Work to develop an effective style 
ofleadership for change. Accept and work with people's reactions to 
change. Analyze internal and external, formal and informal structures 
that effect change. Use outside change agents or facilitators. Review 
and select methods for planning information. Develop and refine ways 
of integrating the new practice. (p.71) 
41 
Other factors that could impede the successful implementation of school 
improvement and which principals might have difficulty overcoming include schools that 
may have lost "worker bee" faculty members, may have suffered from apathetic staff and 
poor morale, and may have lost funding needed to institute and maintain changes (Slavin, 
1997). 
Herman and Stringfield (1997), in Ten Promising Programs for Educating All 
Children, observed that implementation of reform programs varied greatly at 25 sites that 
participated in the Special Strategies Study, a federally- funded research study focusing on 
improvement efforts. Specifically," ... the fact that many of these programs can work is 
not evidence that one or more will work at a specific site with a particular team of 
teachers and administrators," and further observed that "the context in which the program 
was implemented had a great deal of power to facilitate or impede its implementation" 
(1997, pp.127-128). Principal leadership did not emerge as a critical element in the 
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research, but it did lend support to the notions of staff empowerment, understanding of the 
process and expectations, but most importantly, supporting new initiatives and allowing 
time for assessing the impact, all of which are powerfully influenced by leadership. From 
this study, researchers identified the following factors as key ingredients in successful 
school improvement efforts: 
• A realistic perception of local strengths and areas 
in need of improvement, combined with clear goals 
that were understood and embraced by staff. 
• Inclusion of persons who would be affected by the 
decision in selecting the program and throughout 
the whole process of implementation. 
• Willingness of members of the school, district, and 
community to undertake the reforms. 
• Ongoing access to long-term, program-specific 
technical assistance and support from beyond the 
district. 
• District and state commitment to ongoing staff 
development supporting the school improvement 
effort. 
• The school's and district's ability to obtain and 
maintain sufficient fiscal support. 
• A commitment by district and school administrators 
to maintain the program through sometimes turbulent 
implementation stage and to give the program time 
to have an impact (pp.127-128). 
The last factor was identified as the most critical. The researchers determined that, 
although accountability was important, the focus on outcomes demanded patience. When 
a school discontinued a program and substituted another without giving the initiative time 
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to have an impact, educators became disgruntled about investing additional energies into 
other "new programs" (Herman and Stringfield,1997, pp.127-128). The support and 
commitment of the principal to new programs allowed teachers to initiate new programs 
and be creative, with adequate time to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. In turn, 
teachers were comfortable to drop any program that was not appropriate or effective. 
In a recent study of six urban schools that demonstrated success with school 
improvement initiatives, Cawelti reported that "each of the six schools follows a different 
path, their educational programs and approaches vary greatly. But all focus on student 
achievement as an end goal" (1999, p.3). Cawelti's urban study is somewhat like the study 
conducted by Edmonds in the 70s that contributed to the Five-Factor Theory and 
identified practices that were common to high achieving schools. Cawelti, however, was 
more specific in what he discerned as criteria for high achieving schoo_ls and the role of the 
principal. The following characteristics were common to the six high-performing schools: 
• There is a focus on clear standards and improving results. 
• Teamwork is a way oflife and helps ensure accountability. People in these 
teams "meet regularly to examine assessment results, to plan cooperative 
instructional activities, and to communicate and solve problems." 
• The principal is a strong educational leader and knows the focus must be 
on the whole system, that they must facilitate the work of others, and that 
they must solve many problems every day. 
• Staff members are committed to helping all students achieve. 
• Multiple changes are made to improve the instruction and these changes 
are sustained over time. 
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Again, a clear focus on teacher empowerment, high student expectations, and most 
importantly, principals identified as strong, instructional leaders who are in tune with the 
entire school operation. 
At the heart of the issue of improving schools is the notion of whether principals 
perceive the school improvement policy mandate as necessary and useful. According to 
Schlechty (1991 ), there are two ways to look at this issue: principals who view schools as 
a place to teach all students basic skills and principals who view schools as a place to 
prepare all students to function effectively in a world of ideas. The principal's perception 
of the value of legislated policy mandates will depend on whether or not the mandates 
comply with his/her personal belief of the role of the school (Walberg and Keefe, 1986). 
Moreover, when legislators and interested others attempt to reform schools, they have 
different philosophical beliefs and levels of experience in addressing the real problem of 
maintaining schools. As a result, principals must determine if certain educational reforms 
mandated by legislators and various groups are sustainable or subject to the whims of a 
government administration, and even whether the reform is important and necessary to 
affect student achievement. Thus, principals' reluctance to initiate change may be due to 
lack of understanding, resistance to change, or conflict with their personal belief system, 
all of which add to the dilemma principals face on a regular basis (Walberg and Keefe, 
1986). 
Reluctance to change notwithstanding, principals must face and deal with 
quandaries created by state legislators and others in their attempt to reform education. 
Walberg and Keefe (1986) state that "principals know about dilemmas; they make careers 
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of solving difficult problems" (p.2). The dilemma of school improvement and the . 
impending frustration this process causes confront principals on a regular basis. How can 
principals implement reform to improve education without causing additional problems; 
how can they encompass the values and perceptions of all groups (Walberg and Keefe, 
1986)? While assessing the value of reform mandates, principals invariably evaluate 
whether the reform has been tried before, with what results; whether implementation of 
the reform will come at the expense of other educational programs; and whether the 
improvement reforms are in sync with the rest of the school system (Walberg and Keefe, 
1986), and these considerations affect their attitude toward the mandate. 
One year after the release of"A Nation at Risk" (1983), Lyons (1990) found that 
more than 275 task forces had been formed to address educational problems and suggest 
educational reform to redress those problems. These task forces were charged with 
combating the mediocrity that the public felt was overtaking public education. To that 
end, and until the present, state legislatures, state boards of education and local boards of 
education have developed policies, rules and regulations designed to improve the quality 
of education in public schools through reform efforts (Lyons, 1990). These education 
reform initiatives have added to the responsibilities of the building level principal. It has 
been argued that principals have neither the time nor the experience to do all that is 
required of them as a result of educational reform mandates (Lyons, 1990). 
As new responsibilities and program changes occur, many principals feel 
overwhelmed and powerless about initiating change in the face of a lack of clear direction. 
The Washington State Association of Principals' statewide study of administrators' 
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perceptions of how the role of the principal had changed and the impact on the profession 
(Williams and Portin, 1996), affirmed that principals felt they lacked the skills required to 
move their school forward, but the expectations were that they would and could. The 
study indicated there had been a dramatic shift in how principals' perceived their role over 
a five-year period. Although principals maintained they were instructional leaders and 
supported teacher involvement in program decisions, they perceived that additional 
responsibilities made them feel less successful or effective at these and other things than 
they had been in years past. Time and energy became fragmented, as they perceived it, and 
they felt nothing received their full, undivided attention. Principals felt that improvement 
brought many changes that mandated administrative responsibilities and duties to add to 
their already full plates. Principals reported absorbing more and more responsibilities and 
limiting the amount oftime they could dedicate to any one task. 
Although there is agreement that strong, dynamic principals are crucial to the 
success of any school improvement process, it is also important to consider how strong 
principals operate and move schools toward successful school improvement. Paralleling 
findings in studies about corporate leadership (Deal and Kennedy, 1984; Naisbett, 1982; 
Peters and Waterman;l988), norms that personify the best that a school represents, 
research suggests that progressive schools embrace change and are characterized by an 
organizational culture with norms. Principals in many of the schools viewed as progressive 
were seen as visionary, strategic planners, who embraced change and were able to build 
such culture (Dufour and Eaker, 1998). As an educational leader, the principal must 
impart to the staff a sense of vision about direction and purpose and the need to implement 
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mandated reforms. And it is critical to the success of a school that the person in charge, 
organize, motivate and lead the staff through the school improvement process. The role of 
the principal as the instructional leader of the school is analogous to that of a CEO of a 
large company, recognizing that the elements involved are far from predictable and the 
outcomes cannot be guaranteed (Walberg and Keefe, 1986). Therefore, principals that are 
seen as visionaries and agents of change are perceived to be critical to the success of 
school improvement. 
As critical as the principal is in providing leadership for school improvement there 
is emerging evidence that a school that looks solely to the principal for change will be 
impeded. Research suggests that challenging the traditional model and promoting a 
decentralized approach to leadership has often been associated with school improvement 
(Dufour and Eaker, 1992; Sergiovanni,1984). In Leadership for Tomorrow's Schools, 
Jones (1987) proposes that: 
Giving other people genuine authority does not mean giving 
up one's own authority; empowering others does not mean 
enfeebling oneself; encouraging others to give creative leadership 
does not mean abdicating from having ideas of one's own; giving 
others real responsibility does not mean leaving them to sink or 
swim, but rather to support them in developing the best possible 
way of going forward (p.65). 
Indeed, it has been argued that what is needed to effectively guide schools is a different 
conception ofleadership: 
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The 1990s view of leadership calls for principals to act as 
partners with teachers, involved in a collaborative quest 
to examine practices and improve schools. Principals are 
not expected to control teachers, but to support them and 
to create opportunities for them to grow and develop (Leiberman, 
1995, p.9). 
Principals involved in school improvement must make conscious efforts to promote 
participation in the decision-making processes of their schools; they cannot do it alone. As 
Kanter ( 1995) asserts, "Change is always a threat when it is done to people, but it is an 
opportunity when it is done by people" (p.83). To effectively change a school, which is the 
driving premise of school improvement, and move a school toward improvement, 
principals must disperse power throughout the school and involve everyone. They must 
delegate authority, develop collaborative decision-making processes, and step back from 
being the chief problem solver (Schlecty, 1991). As the former director of the Harvard 
University Principal's Center, Roland Barth, wrote: 
If the principal tries to do it all, much of it will be left undone 
by anyone . . . the principal gains influence and demonstrates 
leadership by entrusting some of it to others. It has become 
increasingly important to share leadership and to no longer 
even aspire to fully understand and control every aspect of 
the school ( 1990, p.123) 
As principals are able to persuade others to assume responsibility, they expand the base of 
leadership and ownership within their schools. 
The self-confidence of an actively involved principal concedes a shift away from 
complete control, and allows the school improvement planning process to become the 
vehicle for empowering staff, informing and supporting staff as they seek to bring life to 
the vision, mission and goals of the school on a day-to-day basis. The building of a school 
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culture in which faculty enjoy a degree of autonomy in relation to their work, and the 
realization of bringing their own knowledge, skills and imagination in problem-solving and 
pursuing opportunities, is the biggest dilemma facing the school administrator today 
(Gainey, 1994). 
To provide the leadership that is needed for school improvement, principals must 
be consistent, predictable and focused (Dufour and Eaker, 1998). School improvement is 
a collective effort, but that effort has little chance of success without leadership and an 
understanding of the process from the principal (Barth, 1990; Bennis and Nanus, 1985). 
Principals must model the attitudes, behaviors and commitments that they expect from 
others (Lipham, 1981 ). Principals need to envision possibilities for their schools not yet 
actualized, but which can be achieved (Dufour and Eaker, 1998). Principals must have a 
grasp and understanding of the improvement process if they are to implement change 
successfully and expect others to follow and need to understand program implementation 
as well as organizational relationships and accountability structures (Schlecty, 1990). 
Simply stated, principals need to understand and internalize how the school improvement 
process works as a continuous, ongoing process and be committed to the goals of their 
SIP. They must understand improvement components, values, and goals and experience 
implementation first hand while reflecting upon processes and results for school 
improvement to work. 
While fullan (1995) contends that research on leadership has failed to provide 
direction to principals to guide their behavior, he writes, '1>rincipals who reviewed 
literature in the hope of enhancing their effectiveness would be hard pressed to answer the 
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question "so what do I do now, where do I start?" (p. 705). There is no recipe or template 
to guide principals on how to be effective or successful. Principals, according to Fullan 
( 1995), must have a sense of impatience in improving their schools, but also a sense of 
commitment that will help sustain them. Effective principals understand that the 
continuous improvement of a school requires ongoing learning and training. In tum, they 
are cognizant of the need to understand the content, processes, and context of school 
improvement in order to lead their schools through the process. 
Summary 
Given the Tennessee State Board of Education requirements for developing and 
implementing school improvement plans, it is essential that those involved in policy 
making and research examine principals' perceptions and understanding of the school 
improvement planning process as plans are developed, carried out and assessed in their 
schools. The ability of Tennessee secondary school principals to develop and carry out an 
effective school improvement plan may be directly related to their perception and 
understanding of the school improvement planning elements. 
The Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process has not been reviewed and 
studied from the perspective and understanding of the building level administrator. It is 
important to know if the TSIPP is fully understood by administrators and if it is perceived 
as being an effective tool to affect change at the building level. As DuF our and Eaker 
(1987) pointed out, "The future of school improvement in the United States lies not with 
the admonishment of national reports and mandates of state legislatures, but rather with 
the efforts and abilities of school practitioners who seek to improve the quality of 




METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions and understandings of 
Tennessee public high school principals about the Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process. Three research questions guided the study: 
1. What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school principals of the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
2. What are Tennessee public high school principals' understandings of the 
TSIPP? 
3. Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP differ on 
the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
The methods and procedures used in the conduct of the study are detailed in this chapter. 
The narrative is presented in five sections: design of the study, population, 
instrumentation, and data analysis. 
Desi&n of the Study 
A survey research design was selected for this study of the perceptions and 
understandings of public high school principals about the Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process. Since little is known about their perceptions or understandings, survey 
design was chosen to allow for the collection of responses from a large number of 
respondents in an efficient manner. 
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Population 
All public high school principals (n=288) in 119 of the 138 school systems in the 
state of Tennessee that have public high schools constituted the population for the study. 
Nineteen school systems do not have high schools. The population provided a mix of 
urban, rural and suburban schools, serving a range of student populations from 150 to 
3,000. The names and addresses of the principals were obtained from the Tennessee 
Department of Education Public School Directory published in 2000. They were then 
checked against the 2001 Tennessee Secondary Schools Athletic Association (TSSAA) 
directory to update and verify the names of current public high school principals. 
Instrumentation 
In the absence of any existing instruments to examine the perceptions and 
understandings of school administrators related to school improvement, an appropriate 
instrument had to be developed. The predominantly closed-ended survey instrument used 
in the study was developed from the research questions and procedures outlined in the 
TSIPP. A copy of the instrument appears in Appendix A. 
The survey instrument was organized into four sections. The first section of the 
survey instrument asked demographic questions including the respondents' gender, school 
enrollment, school location, administrative tenure, and direct involvement in TSIPP. The 
responses were used as independent variables in analyzing the data on perception and 
understanding and allowed for answering research question 3. 
The second section consisted of 12 questions designed to get at the respondents' 
perceptions of TSIPP. The majority of items in the section were posed as statements with 
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the response options presented on a four-point Likert-type scale from Strongly Agree to 
Strongly Disagree. No neutral position was provided, thus forcing respondents to take a 
position. In addition, one question, designed to determine what principals' perceived as 
the primary obstacle to implementing their SIP, allowed for checking only one item. The 
responses to the questions in Section II, in combination with the responses to the open-
ended question in Section IV, allowed for answering research question I. 
Section III consisted of 4 questions designed to determine high school principals' 
understandings of the TSIPP. The questions required checking all that applied or had been 
used. The responses to these questions allowed for answering research question 2. 
Section 4 was an open-ended question to allow the respondents to share what they 
would like to say to the State Board of Education about the TSIPP, if given the 
opportunity. 
The survey was field-tested with a sample of middle school principals (n=l4) from 
one school system. The subjects were asked to complete the instrument and give feedback 
about the format of the survey, clarity of the questions and ease of completion. The survey 
was revised based on feedback they provided. 
Data Collection 
After IRB approval was obtained from The University of Tennessee, a cover letter, 
a letter of support for the study from the Executive Director of Accountability for the 
State of Tennessee, a stamped envelope addressed to the researcher, and the revised 
instrument was mailed to every public high school principal in the state (n=288). Copies of 
the cover letter and letter of support appear in Appendix B and C. 
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The cover letter explained the nature and conduct of the study, including 
procedures for ensuring confidentiality of responses, and provided directions for 
completing and returning the survey form. As explained in the letter, the survey instrument 
did not ask for the respondent's name and all data would be aggregated for reporting 
purposes. No individual school or school system would be identified or identifiable. 
To make the process more efficient for follow-up mailings, a list of principals to 
whom the packet was sent was coded by number, as were the return envelopes. When the 
instrument was returned, the number and name were crossed out. After all of the data had 
been collected, the coded list of principals was destroyed. This procedure was explained in 
its entirety in the cover letter sent with the packet. 
The first surveys were mailed on April I 0, 2002, with a submission request of 
April 22. Two weeks after the first mailout, a second mailout was sent _to all non-
respondents with a second request letter. A copy of this letter appears in Appendix D. 
A response rate of at least 70% (n=200) was desired and by May 9, a response rate of 
76% (n=218) was achieved. This entire administrative process took five weeks. 
Only the researcher had access to the returned surveys and the completed survey 
instruments will be kept on file in the office of the researcher for a period of one year, at 
which point they will be destroyed. 
Data Analysis 
The surveys were numbered as they were received and the data were entered in an 
EXCEL spread sheet. Data base cells were created and labeled for each of the survey 
items. The data were then entered into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 6.1 
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(SPSS) program for statistical analysis in order to answer the research questions. A 
descriptive analysis of the data as a whole was conducted and descriptive statistics 
including means, frequencies and percentages were generated as appropriate to the 
questions. The data were then separated to look for differences in terms of the following 
variables: gender, administrative tenure, school size and location. An Individual Analysis 
of Variance was used to see if there were statistically significant differences for each of 
these variables and Chi-Square tests were run to see if there were differences in the 
understandings of the TSIPP in terms of the variables. 
Specifically, to answer research question 1 about the principals' perceptions of 
TSIPP, descriptive statistics of frequencies and means were generated for responses to 
each of the 11 forced-choice items in Section II. Question 12 responses were rank-ordered 
by frequency. The responses to the open-ended question (#17) in Section IV, were 
analyzed inductively for recurring themes. 
In order to answer research question 2 about principals' understandings of the 
TSIPP, frequencies (numbers and percentages) were generated for correct and incorrect 
responses for questions 13, 14 and 16. Question 15 responses were reported to determine 
where principals received their training and information on the TSIPP and the items were 
ranked based on the frequency of responses. 
In order to answer research question 3 about whether principals' perceptions and 
understandings of the TSIPP differed on the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school 
size and location, the responses to Sections II and III were reanalyzed in terms of each 
variable. Individual Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted for each item to 
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determine which items were significantly different. An ANOVA was used with the Likert-
type questions (Section 11) under the assumption that the questions generated interval ( or 
interval-approaching) data. If there were any differences in any of the factors for the two 
variables that exceeded two groups (school size and location), Tukey's HSD was then 
used to compare differences within each school size group and location group. An alpha 
level of .05 was set for all tests of significance. As a cross-check on the ANO VAS, and to 
address questions about the validity ofLikert-type responses as interval data, chi-squares 
were conducted as well as the ANOV AS. 
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CHAPTERIV 
PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions and understandings of 
Tennessee public high school principals about the Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process. Through the use of a researcher-designed survey questionnaire, high 
school principals shared their perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP. They were 
also given the opportunity to voice their opinion about the TSIPP in an open-ended 
question. These responses were the basis for answering the three research questions 
guiding the study: 
a) What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school principals of the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
b) What are Tennessee public high school principals' understandi~gs of the 
TSIPP? 
c) Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP differ on 
the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
The findings of the study are presented in this chapter. Foil owing presentation of a 
demographic profile of the respondents, the findings are presented in terms of the research 
questions. 
Demographic Profile 
The data for this study were obtained from of a survey developed by the researcher 
and mailed to 288 Tennessee public high school principals. Of the 218 questionnaires 
returned (76% return rate), 201 (92%) responded to the open-ended question in 
Section IV. 
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Of the 218 respondents, 57.3% served high schools in a rural area, and the 
remaining respondents were almost evenly divided between urban and suburban areas 
(20.2%; 22.5%). This distribution among community types served reflects the population 
of public high schools in Tennessee, although rural districts are overrepresented and 
suburban districts underrepresented. The regional distribution of high schools responding 
to the survey and the actual distribution of public high schools in Tennessee (NCES, 2001) 
are presented in Table 2. 
The questionnaire asked the principals questions about themselves and their 
school. In terms of gender, 45 (20.6%) respondents indicated that they were female and 
173 (79.4%) that they were male. These percentages mirror the gender distribution of high 
school principals in Tennessee. 
TABLE 2: Regional Distribution of Respondents and High Schools 
Area Number of Percentage of Percentage in 
Respondents Respondents the State 
Rural 125 57.3 50.2 
Urban 44 20.2 20.4 
Suburban 49 22.5 29.4 
Total 218 100.0 100.0 
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Sixty (27.5%) had school enrollments of 0-599; 66 (30.3%) had enrollments of 
600-999; and 92 (42.2%) had enrollments that exceeded 1000. The urban and suburban 
schools housed the larger populations, with rural schools falling predominantly in the 600-
900 range. 
Two questions that were asked of respondents were their overall administrative 
tenure and their administrative tenure in their current assignment. The total years as a 
principal ranged from one to thirty-five years (mean: 9.53 years), with the majority falling 
in the 4-8 year range (33.9%). The total years in their current assignment ranged from one 
to thirty years (mean: 6.38 years), with the majority falling in the 2-4 year range (30. 7%). 
These data are presented in Tables 3 and 4 respectively. 
TABLE 3: Administrative Tenure as a High School Principal 
Years (1-35) Frequency Percent 
1-3 55 25.0 
4-6 41 18.8 
7-12 65 29.8 
13 or more years 57 26.4 
TOTAL 218 100.0 
TABLE 4: Administrative Tenure in Current School 
Years Frequency 
1-3 years 55 
4-6 years 41 
7-12 years 65 









Research Question One: What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school 
principals of the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
In an attempt to answer research question one, principals were asked to respond to 
questions concerning their perceptions about the Tennessee School Improvement Planning 
Process in terms of how it applied to their school and how they perceived their abilities in 
relation to leading their school through the process (Section II of the questionnaire). The 
majority of items in this section were posed as statements with the response options 
presented on a four-point Likert-type scale from 4 (Strongly Agree) to 1 (Strongly 
Disagree). No neutral position was provided, thus forcing respondents to take a position. 
In addition, one question, designed to determine what principals' perceived to be the 
primary obstacle in implementing their SIP, asked the principals to choose one response 
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from a list of 8 possibilities. Finally, question 17 (Section IV), invited respondents to share 
what they would like to say about TSIPP to the State Board of Education. 
In response to the forced choice questions (Section II, Questions 1-11 ), mean 
scores for all questions were relatively close, as may be seen in Table 5. Mean scores of 3 
or above were assumed to indicate agreement with the statements and scores below 3 to 
indicate disagreement with the statements. 
On average, the principals agreed that the TSIPP was a good way to improve 
schools (mean: 3.04); made them more aware of the strengths and needs of the school 
(mean: 3.05); provided information on which to make appropriate changes (mean:3.07); 
and that they felt confident in leading their school through the process (mean: 3.04). On 
the other hand, they tended to disagree that the TSIPP was an appropriate tool for school 
improvement at the high school level (mean: 2.92); the state review and feedback were 
helpful (mean: 2.61); that all of the components in the process were applicable and 
necessary (mean: 2.48); that their school had made significant gains based on the TSIPP 
(mean: 2.65); that they felt well-trained to lead their school through TSIPP (mean: 2.76); 
and that they would continue to use the process if made a voluntary decision (mean: 2.58). 
On the whole, the results were interpreted to suggest that while principals generally see 
the TSIPP as a good process, they had reservations about it and their ability to use it, and 
would not use it if they were not required to do so. 
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TABLE 5: Tennessee High School Principals' Perceptions of the TSIPP (N=218) 
Question 
1. The TSIPP is a good way to improve our schools. 
2. The school improvement process has helped me be more 
aware of the strengths and needs of my school. 
3. The TSIPP provides information on which to make 
appropriate educational changes in our school. 
4. The TSIPP is an appropriate tool for school improvement 
at the high school level. 
5. The review and feedback from the state is helpful in guiding 
the school through the process and in making necessary 
adjustments to their plan. 
6. All of the components of the TSIPP are necessary to school 
improvement planning. 
7. My school has made significant gains based on identified 
SIP goals. 
8. I have the skills needed to analyze the data for the TSIPP. 
9. I have enough confidence and understanding in school 
improvement to lead my school through TSIPP. 
10. I am well-trained to lead my school through TSIPP. 
11. I would continue to use the TSIPP if the state made it a 

























"Possible Mean Range: (1: Strongly Disagree); (2: Disagree); (3: Agree); (4: Strongly Agree) 
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In terms of what the principals perceived to be the primary obstacle in the 
implementation of their school improvement plan (Question 12), the responses are 
presented in Table 6 in rank order in terms of the frequency of identification. The top two 
responses were lack of resources (28.8%) and changing state requirements (27%), with 
staff apathy (13%) and a lack of understanding of the process (8.~%). Seventeen 
principals wrote in an obstacle under the OTHER category for question 12 including 
having no help from their staff and having to submit the plan too often. There were no 
consistent patterns to these responses, all of which may be seen in Appendix E. 
Question 17 (Section IV) was an open-ended question asking principals what they 
would say if they could speak directly to the State Board of Education about TSIPP. The 
principals clearly saw the question as an opportunity to "get things off their chest," about 
TSIPP, and wrote candidly and at length in response. While the overall tone of the 
remarks was positive, they vividly expressed the principals' frustrations, and were replete 
with suggestions and recommendations for change. Inductive analysis of the responses led 
to the identification of 7 distinct, recurring themes, all of which tended to mirror responses 
to the questions in Section II. Each of the themes is discussed below, and all of the 
responses written in may be seen by respondent in Appendix F. 
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TABLE 6: Primary Obstacle in the Implementation of TSIPP 
Frequency Percent 
1. Lack of Resources 65 29.0 
2. Changing State Requirements 58 27.0 
3. Staff Apathy 28 13.0 
4. Lack of Understanding the Process 18 8.4 
5. Other Obstacles* 17 7.9 
6. Actual Implementation of Plan 16 7.4 
7. Understanding and Using Data 11 5.0 
8. Lack of Local System Support 5 2.3 
TOTAL 218 100.0 
*Other Obstacles are listed in Appendix E. 
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Broken Promise: One Plan 
At the inception of TSIPP, State Department officials in collaboration with 
SACS assured principals that with the advent of the mandated school improvement model 
(TSIPP), all of the improvement models would be consolidated into one plan: School 
Improvement (TSIPP), SACS, Title I and Vocational. Many of the written responses 
expressed frustration that that had not occurred: 
Our concern is having to do both the TSIPP and SACS. We were 
accredited by SACS seven years ago and the state told everyone 
that if they were SACS accredited they would not have to do a TSIPP 
plan. Now they are requiring a TSIPP even if you are accredited. 
Both plans are looking for essentially the same information. 
Echoing those comments, another opined; "There are too many cumbersome plans and 
reports. There needs to be one plan-SACS, local district and TSIPP should all be the 
same." 
Another suggested: 
Blend vocational evaluations, High Schools That Work 
Technical Assistance Visits, Southern Association Evaluations 
and TSIPP into a single process. We are constantly working 
on one of these initiatives. Please have these people get together 
and unite efforts! 
Lack of Direction and Changing State Reguirements 
A dominant theme that emerged from the data involved the lack of clear direction 
and guidelines provided by the state, as well as what principals perceived to be changing 
state requirements for TSIPP at each submission. The frustration and aggravation this 
caused were apparent in the comments of almost all the respondents. As one principal 
noted, "The process is the main reason principals are frustrated. The rules and 
expectations have changed so often that we cannot lead our Leadership Teams." 
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Another added, ''Be specific on what is wanted. The rules have been changed while the 
process is being undertaken. Tell us what you want the first time and we will do it 
correctly." And the frustration was most evident in the words of a third, "In plain English, 
tell us what you want. Mandate local support for the implementation of the improvements 
needed. I am not the brightest star on the tree, but I could do much better with more 
concrete instructions." 
This theme however, was most poignantly and pointedly captured by the remarks 
of two principals. The first, 
It took far too long, indeed it still has not been done adequately, 
for the State to tell us what they wanted in the SIP and the format. 
There should have been mandatory meetings paid for by the State, 
where the process was explained in detail with some concrete items 
given. This whole process has been confusing, haphazard, and frustrating 
to we (sic) who must do the work of completing and carrying out the TSIPP. 
The second, "I have no problem with a school improvement plan as long as I.understand 
what is expected. I have read and been told so many different things that I am not sure 
what the State wants-it changes with each plan." 
Lack of Resources 
Principals spoke about the lack of resources-money, staff, technical assistance and 
time-to implement change. One principal opined: "The process is working; however, time 
is the problem-few staff have the time to develop and implement the plan as they would 
like to. If resources were not so limited, plans would show a creativity and vision that are 
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lacking now. We all know that the lack of money prevents us from placing many action 
plan ideas in our finished product;" Another, that "We must have the resources from the 
State and local in order to implement the TSIPP plan." While a third angrily declared, "Do 
not force mandates on us without proper funding to implement the mandates." One 
principal summed up the situation succintly, "While the process of the school improvement 
plan is good, without the money and time to work on the plan, it becomes more of a 
problem than a solution." 
Process and Format 
The TSIPP process and the format the state recommends that each school follow 
were called into question by a majority of the principals. Principals tended to be critical of 
the process and offered a variety of suggestions for changing the process. Several 
principals argued that the "process needs to be greatly streamlined. (It is) too cumbersome 
and time-consuming," and "it needs to be condensed." One principal recommended that, 
"If an improvement plan is made, it must be created to fit the specific needs of an 
individual school. .. not necessarily the state suggested needs." Another echoed the 
sentiment and went on to say, "So many state requirements concerning format, 
terminology, etc. stunt its personality and usefulness." In a similar vein, a principal 
suggested, ''Let a focus group of principals meet and create a practical process-one that 
chops off tasks that are clearly not related to effective implementation of an action plan. 
THEN, let those principals create a web-based training component that takes principals 
through the process, step-by-step." And, many principals suggested more time between 
submissions, "every three years;" "every five years," and asking "only for specific 
information (data) that is needed to analyze and utilize to improve my school." 
Lack of Training and Staff Development 
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Almost all of the principals bemoaned the lack of training and staff development 
for managing the process and implementing school improvement. "We need training 
sessions on how to develop and implement TSIPP," was an oft-repeated reframe, 
frequently with the added call for "training sessions with a high school emphasis." Further, 
they cited a need for more "periodic reviews of the process with principals." One principal 
suggested: 
Make this a process worthwhile for teachers in the school-let them 
"see" this really is a working document. There is a huge lack of training 
for staff, and the SACS report is not making schools accountable. They 
are being allowed to "slide" by without being student-centered and 
data driven. 
Staff Apathy 
Several principals expressed concern over the lack of staff buy-in and commitment 
to the process, their reluctance, even unwillingness to participate in the TSIPP, and the 
added burden they felt obligated to assume as a result. Several commented that the TSIPP 
"is a good idea, but difficult sometimes to find time to do it and to get teachers to buy into 
it." As one principal advised, "While the TSIPP is a good method to improve instruction, 
many veteran teachers see it as just another "fad", e.g., Career Ladder, Basic Skills First, 
etc., and believe it will also go away with change in the next administration." And another, 
"The majority of educators think it is another idea from SDE that will quickly fade away!" 
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One principal aptly captured the dilemma: "Although TSIPP is supposed to be a school-
driven by committee process, it is absurd to ask teachers to do more and to give more. 
Overtime in the business world is understood, but a foreign concept to education. Staff 
and faculty do not care-what are we going to do, fire them?" 
Time 
Time is a critical factor in developing and implementing the TSIPP. Principals 
expressed concern about not having adequate time to develop a SIP, but even more so, 
not having time to implement and monitor the TSIPP appropriately. As one principal 
plaintively framed it: 
Time is so valuable for teachers and administrators. Please-we beg-do 
not create more paperwork that consumes time and does not permit the 
teachers/administrators involved in the actual teaching/caring for these 
children to do their jobs. Continual assessment does not allow for progress. 
And another: 
The required paperwork from the state is becoming too time consuming 
for faculty and staff members. The primary goal and responsibility should 
be to run the schools and teach the students on a daily basis. The excessive 
number and amount of information in these reports has taken too many 
hours of potential quality time with the students. I have not seen where 
they can help the day to day operation of the school. 
And yet a third asked what to give up to manage the task: "How can I do a good job when 
there is no time? Do I stop observing teachers or discipline or special ed issues (that take 
up over half of my time) or every other school issue?" 
It would be misleading to end this report of themes that emerged from the open-
ended responses without reporting some of the positive flavor that permeated the 
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criticisms. Several principals tagged it "a very good process" and "if used properly, TSIPP 
is the road map to success." And finally, one principal waxed eloquent about the process: 
The TSIPP is valuable as an educational compilation of a school's 
mission, needs, plans, and assessments. The document preparation is 
an excellent school evaluation/assessment process ofits school's 
achievements which support the mission statement. The TSIPP process 
provides a vehicle for effective team decision making. The stakeholders 
( administrators, teachers, staff, parents, and community persons) use the 
TSIPP data and statements to plan and implement strategies for the 
educational development of the students. 
Research Question Two: What are Tennessee public school principals' 
understandings of the TSIPP? 
In an attempt to answer research question two, principals were asked to respond 
to 4 questions (#sl3-16) concerning their understandings of the Tennessee School 
Improvement Planning Process (Section III of the questionnaire) by checking all that 
applied or had been used. 
Question 13 asked the respondents to identify components of the TSIPP that they 
understood to be required from a list provided. All of the items listed are required. 
Overall, only 3 2. 1 % correctly identified that all of the items were required, while the 
majority (67.9%) did not. In considering individual components of the process, as may be 
seen in Table 7, elements original to the first TSIPP (1999) had the highest recognition as 
required: Beliefs/Mission (98.2%), Action Plan (97.2%) and Needs Assessment (93.6%). 
As requirements were added with subsequent submissions of the plan, the accuracy rate of 
recognition as required decreased: Safety Report (55%), High School Policy (55%), 
Discipline Report (45.9%), Curriculum Mapping (40.4%). Conversely, the data show that 
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a sizeable percentage of principals did not correctly identify Curriculum Mapping (59.6%), 
Discipline Report (54.1%), Safety Report (45.%) and High School Policy (45%) as 
required. 
Question 14 posed the question of how often the TSIPP was required to be 
submitted to the state, with 4 different answers from which to select: twice a year, 
annually, every two years and not sure. The correct response, every two years, was 
correctly identified by over half of the principals (124; 56.9%), with the remainder 
selecting incorrect responses (94; 43.1%): annually (35.8%), twice a year (1.8%); and 
not sure (5.5%). 
Question 15 asked principals where they learned what was required to complete 
the TSIPP. All items listed were legitimate information sources for learning about the 
TSIPP and respondents could check as many as applied, adding OTHER if appropriate. 
As may be seen in Table 8, state training (52.8%) was the most frequently cited source of 
information, followed by local training (37.2%), the TSIPP manual (29.4%), and the 
NSSE manual (21.6%). All of the responses, including those cited under "other" appear in 
Appendix E. 
Question 16 asked principals to identify the TSIPP model that represented the 
process recommended by the state. Three models were presented with model 2 being the 
process recognized by the state. The majority of principals correctly identified the correct 
model ( 61 % ), although a sizeable minority (3 9%) incorrectly identified either model 1 
(22.9%) or model 3 (16.1%). 
TABLE 7: Identification of TSIPP Requirements 
Correctly Identified as Reguired Identified as Not Reguired 
Number % Number % 
Executive Summary 138 63.3 80 36.7 
Needs Assessment* 204 93.6 14 6.4 
Safety Report 120 55.0 98 45.0 
Demographics 177 81.2 41 18.8 
Beliefs/Mission* 214 98.2 4 1.8 
Discipline Report 100 45.9 118 54.1 
Action Plan* 212 97.2 6 2.8 
Curriculum Map 88 40.4 130 59.6 
Staff Development 167 76.6 51 23.4 
High School Policy 120 55.0 98 45.0 
Student Leaming 182 83.5 36 16.5 
* Original TSIPP requirements 
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TABLES: Information Sources for TSIPP 
Information/Training Number % 
State Training 115 52.8 
Local Training 81 37.2 
TSIPP Manual 64 29.4 
State Dept. Guide 57 26.1 
NSSE Manual 47 21.6 
Other* 31 14.2 
*Other listed Appendix E 
The data were interpreted to suggest that while principals are knowledgeable about some 
aspects of the process, their understandings are not consistent across elements, and 
sizeable numbers of principals do not recognize the required TSIPP model, do not know 
" 
how often the plan must be submitted, and can not identify required components of the 
process. 
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Research Question Three: Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the 
TSIPP differ on the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
The responses to all of the questions in Section II, III and IV were analyzed in 
terms of the following variables, and used to answer research question three: 
1. Gender 
2. Administrative tenure 
3. School size 
4. School location 
Individual Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted for each item to determine 
which items were significantly different. Tukey's HSD was then used where the variable 
involved more than two groups. For questions 12-16, Chi-Square tests were run on the 
top ranked responses to see if differences existed in terms of the four variables. An alpha 
level of. 05 was set for all tests of significance. The responses to Section IV were also 
reanalyzed by separating the responses in tenns of the variables and searching for themes 
by variable. The data are presented according to the sections in research question three, 
which are correlated with the order of the items in the survey questionnaire. 
Gender 
The data on perceptions and understandings of TSIPP were examined in tenns of 
gender. While males (43%) were more likely to perceive changing state requirements as 
the primary obstacle in implementing their SIP and females (31 % ) to perceive staff apathy 
as the primary obstacle (Section II), and males (31.4%) identified the required items for 
TSIPP at a higher rate than females (17.2%) (Section Ill), there were no statistically 
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significant differences in perceptions and understandings in terms of gender and no 
discernible differences in male and female responses to the open-ended question. 
Administrative Tenure 
The data were examined in terms of administrative tenure (years as principal and 
years in current assignment). Changing state requirements (43.8%) and lack of resources 
( 41. 5%) were of greater concern to principals with 7 or more years of administrative 
experience. They also (46.3%) felt a greater level of confidence and knowledge with 
TSIPP than their colleagues (18.8%) with less than five years administrative experience. 
Principals with 5 or more years of administrative experience were more apt to recognize 
state requirements for TSIPP than those with less experience. Responses to the open-
ended question supported the suggestion that more experience with TSIPP led to greater 
understanding and confidence in the process, however, there were no statistical differences 
in perceptions or understandings in terms of administrative tenure. 
School Size 
Perceptions and understandings were examined in terms of school size. The school 
size data were collapsed into three categories: 0-599, 600-999 and 1000 or more, in order 
to more effectively analyze the data. The smaller schools (0-599) identified lack of 
resources (51.2%) as the primary obstacle in implementing their SIP, while mid-size 
schools (600-999) identified changing state requirements (44.2%), as did larger schools 
(35.9%). The smaller schools (<599) had greater difficulty correctly identifying the 
required elements for TSIPP (only 18.6% did so) while the larger schools (>1000) were 
more apt to identify required elements (39.1%). Nevertheless, there were no statistically 
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significant differences in perceptions or understandings relative to school size. In terms of 
the open-ended question ( # 1 7), small schools, more than other types, tended to speak to 
the lack of staff to help develop SIP, being too small to access resources and training for 
TSIPP, and being unable to network with others about TSIPP. 
School Location 
An ANOVA was run on the responses to each of the items in Section II to 
determine which of the items differed by school location. The results from the ANOVA 
are displayed in Table 9. Because of the variable of location of school had three groups: 
rural, urban, and suburban, a follow-up analysis using Tukey's HSD was then utilized to 




PP 1 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 2 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 3 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 4 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 5 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 6 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 7 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 8 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PP 9 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PPlO Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
PPll Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
ANOV A Comparisons of Principal 
Perceptions and School Location 
df Mean Square F 
3 .665 .873 
215 .762 
218 
3 .042 .047 
215 .891 
218 
3 .691 1.158 
215 .597 
218 
3 1.787 1.930 
215 .926 
218 
3 .976 .675 
215 1.446 
218 
3 .305 .222 
215 1.374 
218 
3 2.138 1.748 
215 1.223 
218 
3 1.663 2.075 
215 .801 
218 
3 1.134 1.484 
215 .764 
218 
3 6.715 5.645 
215 1.190 
218 















* Significant at the . 05 Level 
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Table 10 displays results of Tukey's HSD test of comparison between school location and 
questions IO. Of the eleven items in Section II of the questionnaire, only question l O (I am 
well-trained to lead my school through TSIPP) was found to be significantly different in 
regard to school location. Rural school principals were significantly less likely to perceive 
themselves well-trained to lead their schools through TSIPP than principals of other types 
of schools. The remaining items in Section II were not significantly different in relation to 
school location nor were any of the items in Section III (understandings). In terms of the 
open-ended question (#17), the rural schools were more likely to comment about 
perceived disparities among schools, such as funding, TSIPP training, staff development 
and communication from the State Department, however, there were no clear differences 
that emerged in regard to school location. 
TABLE 10: Tukey's HSD Test: School Location and TSIPP Training 
Perception (I) Location ( J) Location Mean Sig. 
Differences (P valve) 
I am well-trained ... Rural Urban -.46 .000* 
Suburban -.27 .041* 
Urban Rural .46 .000* 
Suburban .19 .343 
Suburban Rural .27 .041* 
Urban -.19 .343 
* Significant at the .05 Level 
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The researcher had anticipated statistically significant differences in perceptions and 
understandings in terms of gender, administrative tenure, size and/or school location. Only 
school location, and only with respect to one question, resulted in a statistically different 
finding. Principals of rural schools perceived themselves less well-trained to lead their 
schools through TSIPP. The results of the chi-square analyses matched those of the 
ANOV AS. As with the ANOV A, only one variable (location) was statistically significant 




SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In response to legislative demands for accountability and for increasing student 
learning in Tennessee public schools, the State Board of Education mandated the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process. Success in realizing the goals of the 
mandate depends heavily on school principals, and their understanding, acceptance and 
implementation of the process. Recognizing the importance of principal understanding and 
acceptance of the process, in the absence of relevant empirical studies, the purpose of the 
study was to describe the perceptions and understandings of Tennessee public high school 
principals about the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP). A 
researcher-designed survey instrument was used to collect data from 218 of the 288 public 
high school principals (76%) about their perceptions and understandings of the school 
improvement planning process. 
The study was framed around the following three research questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of Tennessee public high school principals of the 
Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP)? 
2. What are Tennessee public high school principals' understanding of the 
TSIPP? 
3. Do the principals' perceptions and understandings of the TSIPP differ on 
the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location? 
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Summary of Findings 
The following are the major findings of the study: 
1. Overall, high school principals generally agreed the TSIPP was a good way 
to improve schools; made them more aware of the strengths and needs of 
their schools; and provided information on which to make appropriate 
changes. However, they had reservations about whether: it was an 
appropriate tool for school improvement at the high school level; all of the 
components were necessary and applicable; the state review and feedback 
were helpful; or that their school had made significant gains based on 
TSIPP. There was general agreement that they would not use it if not 
required to do so. 
2. While principals generally felt confident in their ability to lead their school 
through the process, they did not feel well-trained to do so. 
3. The principals identified three factors as primary obstacles in the 
implementation of their TSIPP: lack of resources, changing state 
requirements and staff apathy. 
4. While the majority of high school principals correctly identified some 
aspects of the TSIPP (the correct model; submission requirement; original 
components), their understanding of the process was not consistent across 
components/elements. Sixty-eight percent could not identify all of the 
required components; and 39% could not select the correct TSIPP model. 
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5. There were no statistically significant differences in responses in terms of 
gender, administrative tenure or school size. There was a statistically 
significant difference between rural schools and urban or suburban schools 
in terms of whether principals felt well-trained to lead their schools through 
TSIPP. Rural school principals were significantly less likely to agree with 
the statement than urban or suburban school principals. 
Discussion 
Given the Tennessee State Board of Education requirements for developing and 
implementing school improvement plans, and the burden it has placed on principals for 
fulfilling this mandate, it is imperative that principals understand and accept the process, as 
the literature affirms (Beach, 1993; Champy, 1995; Fullan & Miles 1992; Schmoker, 2001; 
Slavin, 1997), and see it as a vehicle for improving schools. The results suggest that while 
a majority of principals understand the process, they are ambivalent in their perceptions of 
the process, and there is, overall, neither overwhelming acceptance nor understanding of 
the process. If administrators do not perceive the process to be necessary or do not value 
it, then they will be unlikely to accept or internalize the improvement process (Walberg 
and Keefe, 1986). At best, principals will meet the state mandate requirements of 
submitting a plan and going through the motions, but never truly realizing the intent of the 
mandate. 
Having said this, however, since the majority of principals do see it as vehicle for 
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improving schools, the results suggest that the ambivalence in understanding and 
acceptance rests at least as much, if not more, in the way in which the policy has been 
implemented. Principals repeatedly complained about the changing guidelines and 
requirements, the lack of consistency from one submission to the next, the failure to 
communicate changes in a timely manner, and the failure of the state to provide the help or 
resources to implement the improvements identified. Their frustration was clearly evident, 
and it may not be surprising that they perceived TSIPP to be a good way to improve 
schools, but one they would not continue to use voluntarily. Managing school change and 
improvement is one of the most complex tasks of school leadership. As Fullan and Miles 
(1992), Dufour and Eakers (1992), and others have pointed out, school leaders need to 
understand the change process in order to lead and manage change and improvement 
efforts effectively. They must learn to overcome obstacles naturally and cope with the 
chaos that exists during the process of change (Fullan and Miles, 1992). The tone and 
tenor of the principals' responses suggest they have not yet reached this point and the 
state may need to address principals' concerns and frustrations if they are to be able to do 
so in the future. 
For the researcher, one of the surprising and rewarding aspects of the study was 
the high response rate to the open-ended question (92%). Almost all of the respondents 
shared their views-at length. While their volubility clearly reflects their strong feelings 
about the process and perhaps being given the opportunity to voice these views, it may 
also reflect the timing of the survey. Schools in the state received their TSIPP feedback 
from state reviewers about the time the survey for this study was mailed. Principals were 
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still in the process of receiving and internalizing their TSIPP review and, depending on the 
tone of the feedback, their responses to the survey may have been influenced by their 
TSIPP reviews and their reaction to those reviews. 
From casual conversation and interaction with principals across the state, the 
researcher anticipated she would find statistically significant differences in responses on 
the basis of gender, administrative tenure, school size and location. That these differences 
did not emerge, save in one question relating to the training and rural schools, was 
unexpected. The absence of statistically significant differences suggests that principals are 
more alike than different in their perceptions and understandings of TSIPP, irrespective of 
their gender, administrative tenure, the size of their school or the location of the school. 
The one significant difference-the greater likelihood that rural school principals 
felt less well-trained in the TSIPP-may well be related to the way training sessions were 
provided by the state. The state tended to hold training sessions in the larger metropolitan 
areas of the state, often at some distance from the rural schools and requiring both greater 
travel and expense to attend. Also, rural high schools tend to have fewer administrators 
and it may have been more difficult for the principal to leave the school for the training 
sessions. Further, urban and suburban school systems tend to have more administrators 
than rural school systems and therefore more administrators who have been trained and 
consequently available to train new administrators in their district. This is a luxury rural 
schools may not have. 
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Conclusions 
The ability of Tennessee high school principals to develop and carry out an 
effective school improvement plan is directly related to their perception and understanding 
of the school improvement planning elements. Schools are unlikely to improve without 
principals who possess and have internalized a basic understanding of school 
improvement, support the improvement initiatives and are able to articulate how the 
improvement process is integral to the success of the school. Given that high school 
principals demonstrated inconsistent understanding of the process and had reservations 
about whether: TSIPP was an appropriate tool for school improvement at the high school 
level; all of the components were necessary and applicable; the state review and feedback 
were helpful; or that their school had made significant gains based on their SIP, it is 
reasonable to conclude the study raises serious questions about the likelihood of realizing 
the intent of the TSIPP mandate: improving student learning and achievement. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Based upon the findings of this study, the following recommendations are made for further 
research: 
I . A replication of this study at the elementary and middle school level should be 
undertaken to see if principals at those levels share the perceptions and 
understandings of their high school counterparts. 
2. Case studies of the TSIP process at individual schools should be undertaken to see 
how principals understand and go about the process in situ. 
3. Multiple studies, both quantitative and qualitative, should be undertaken to 
examine the relationship between TSIPP submission and school implementation. 
4. Follow-up studies should be conducted, both quantitative and qualitative, to 
determine if the TSIPPs submitted lead to school improvement and increased 
achievement. 
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5. Qualitative studies should be conducted to describe how schools have successfully 
overcome obstacles to school improvement, to provide examples for other schools. 
6. A longitudinal study of one school and its progress through its SIP should be 
conducted to see if school goals are realized and whether the intent of the school 
improvement policy is being realized as mandated. 
7. A qualitative study should be conducted in the future with high school principals to 
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School Improvement Survey Instrument 
102 
Tennessee School Improvement 
Planning Process 
Section I: Demographic Information 
1. 
2. 
What is your gender? 






3. ls your school located in an area that is considered ( check one): 
Male 
Rural Urban __ Suburban 
4. How many years have you been a principal? 
5. How many years have you been a principal at this school? 
6. As a high school principal, in how many SIPs have you had direct involvement? 
1 2 3 __ None 
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Section II: Perceptions of the Process 
In the column to the right of the statement, circle the response that most accurately describes your current 












Strongly Agree SA 
Agree A 
Disagree D 
Strongly Disagree SD 
The TSIPP is a good way to improve our schools. 
The school improvement process has helped me be more 
aware of the strengths and needs of my school. 
The TSIPP provides information on which to make appropriate 
educational changes in our school. 
The TSIPP is an appropriate tool for school improvement at the 
high school level. 
The review and feedback from the state is helpful in guiding 
the school through the process and in making necessary 
adjustments to their plan. 
All of the components of the TSIPP are necessary to school 
improvement planning. 
My school has made significant gains based on identified SIP 
goals. 
I have the skills needed to analyze the data for the TSIPP. 
I have enough understanding in school improvement to lead my 
school through TSIPP. 
I am well-trained to lead my school through TSIPP. 
I would continue to use the TSIPP if the state made it a 
voluntary, individual school decision. 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
SA A D DA 
12. As the school leader, what have you found as the primarv obstacle in the implementation of your 
SIP? (check one) 
__ actual implementation of the plan 
__ changing state requirements 
__ lack of resources 
__ lack of local system support 
__ lack of understanding the (process} 
__ understanding and using the data 
__ staff apathy 
__ Other (explain) 
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Section III: Understanding of the Process 
Based on your understanding of the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process, please respond to 
each of the following questions: 
13. Which of these items are required to be a part of your school improvement plan? (check all that 
apply) 
__ Executive Summary 
Needs Assessment 
__ School Safety Report 
__ Staff Demographics 
Beliefs/Mission 
__ Discipline Report 
__ Action Plan 
__ Curriculum Mapping 
14. How often must the TSIP be submitted to the state? 
__ twice a year __ annually __ every two years 
__ Staff Development 
__ High School Policy 
__ Student Learning 
All Items 
not sure 
15. Where did you learn what is required for completing the school improvement plan? 
__ school improvement state training sessions 
__ local system training sessions 
NSSE manual 
__ State Department guidelines 
TSIPP manual 
__ Other (explain) 







Implementation of the Plan 
Plan Evaluation 















Section IV: School Improvement Planning Process 
17. If high school principals could speak directly to the State Board of Education about 
TSIPP, what would you want them to say? 
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Thank you for taking the time to fill out this survey. Your responses, comments and resulting data will be 
treated with complete confidentiality. 
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APPENDIXB 
Principal Cover Letter 
March 31, 2002 
High School Principals 
Dear Colleague: 
107 
As a fellow high school administrator, I am asking for your help. I am a doctoral student 
in the University of Tennessee, Knoxville, EdD program in Education Administration & Policy 
Studies. The purpose of my dissertation is to examine high school principals' perceptions and 
understandings of the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process (TSIPP). As you well 
know, this is a mandated policy requiring schools to submit a school improvement plan to the state. 
I understand the time constraints and scheduling concerns we all face in our administrative 
jobs, but I am at your mercy, and dependent on your return of this survey. I ask that you take a 
few minutes, complete the questionnaire, and return it in the enclosed, stamped envelope by April 
22. The survey should not take more than IO or so minutes to complete. 
Completing and returning the questionnaire is evidence of your willingness to participate in 
this study. All data received will be aggregated for reporting purposes, and no individuals or 
schools will be identified or identifiable. Although the envelopes are coded, this is to track returns 
and ensure that second requests will not be mailed to timely respondents. I can assure you that the 
coded envelopes will be destroyed, as will the master list of names and schools, once all returns 
have been received and before the data are analyzed. 
You are under no obligation to participate in this study. Your decision about whether or 
not to participate is solely up to you and will not be shared with anyone, at any level. However, 
your responses are crucial to my study and to provide information about the TSIPP to the field. 
Please feel free to call me at work or home should you have any questions or concerns. 
[W] (865) 594-1710 
[H] (865) 947-0241 
Sincerely, 
Donna L. Wright 
UTK Doctoral Student 
Knox County Schools 
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APPENDIXC 
State Department of Education Support Letter 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 
Department of Education 
Division of Accountability 
6th Floor, Andrew Johnson Tower; 710 James Robertson Parkway 
Nashville, Tennes.,ee 37243-0382 
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Faye P. Taylor 
Commissioner 
Connie J. Smith, Ph.D. 
Executive Director 
November 30, 2001 
TO TENNESSEE SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS: 
I am writing to support the efforts of Donna Wright in researching the school 
improvement planning process in Tennessee High Schools. I would ask that you 
take time to fill out any surveys or other informational aspects of her research in 
that I believe this will help all of us in understanding the status of high school 
improvement processes. 
We have participated in school improvement planning for six years, and now we 
need to research the effectiveness of the process and impact of planning upon 
student performance. 
I appreciate any time and support you can spare in assisting Donna's efforts. 
Thank you for all you continue to do for Tennessee students. 
Sin ely, 
Connie J. Smith, Executive Director 
Division of Accountability 
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APPENDIXD 
Second Request Letter to Principals 
111 
May 6, 2002 
SECOND REQUEST 
Dear: 
About two weeks ago, I mailed you a survey seeking your opinion on factors relating to your 
perception and understanding of the Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process. As of today, 
I have not received all surveys. 
This research project has been undertaken because of the belief that it is important to 
understand the principals' perception and understanding of mandated policies such as TSIPP. As 
one of your colleagues, I understand how busy your schedule is at this time of the school year. 
However, I am writing you again because of the significance each survey has to the usefulness of 
this study. The Tennessee School Improvement Planning Process has not been evaluated by school 
administrators, so it is essential to determine through principals' perceptions and understandings if 
it is indeed an effective mandate. 
I am assuming that you are no longer in possession of the original survey, so I am sending 
a second copy to you with a stamped, addressed envelope. Your help is greatly appreciated and 
thanks in advance for your completing the survey. 
Sincerely, 
Donna L. Wright 
UTK Doctoral Student 
Knox County Schools 
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APPENDIXE 
OTHER Responses from Principals 
113 
Question 12: As the school leader, what have you found as the primary obstacle in 
the implementation of your SIP? 
[Principals could write in a response if they did not an item that they felt fit their 
situation.] 
Responses: 
I. Time (8 responses) 
2. Rule Changes (3) 
3. Process (5) 
4. Everything that is listed. 
5. Dissaggregation of data (3) 
6. Lack of data to work with.(2) 
7. No one cares. 
8. Mandated, as opposed to doing it because we should! 
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Question 15: Where did you learn what is required for completing the school 
improvement plan? 
[Again, principals could opt for OTHER and write in an answer.] 
1. Tidbits here and there. 
2. Central Office 
3. Networking 
4. Tennessee Academy of School Leaders 
5. Internet Site 
6. UT Master's Program 
7. Co-Workers 
8. Peers and Colleagues 
9. BEP 
10. Beginning Principal's Academy Training (3 responses) 
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APPENDIXF 
Principals' Responses to Open-Ended Question 17 
116 
The following principal responses were recorded as received. Each written response was 
examined for predominant theme and 7 distinct themes emerged: 
1. One Plan (promised) 
2. Lack of Direction 
3. Lack of Resources 
4. Process/ Format 
5. Lack of Training and Staff Development 
6. Staff Apathy 
7. Time 
Several were recorded that did not fit a distinct theme, but allowed the administrator to 
"vent" and voice an opinion. 
Tennessee Public Hi&h School Principals' Responses to Question 17 
High School teachers need to be more accountable for curriculum and student learning. 
Gateway tests are going to help. Let's get them for every core/required subject. 
I had already begun my school plan when the instructions appeared on the internet. More 
concrete training is needed. 
Too much time is required to jump through the hoops of the plan, that any real impact is 
lost on student learning. 
Give us clear- cut information on what is needed to report-checklist and forms if 
necessary. 
Help us with adequate staff development funds to properly train our faculty-reduce the 
paperwork, limit changes [ we need stability and breathing room], reduce testing [ need 
more help with at-risk students]. 
Document should be less complicated, as far as format. Schools should not have to 
address so many goals in a year [ dilutes focus]. It's so hard to implement and assess all 
actions during the year-monitoring doesn't happen. I'd rather pay consultants to actually 
visit schools and make suggestions than people to evaluate "plans" for punctuation, 
etc ... (which is worthless) and is what we get! 
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TSIPP is a good tool, but at this point we are underfunded and lacking resources to do 
real school reform. The state's training is confusing, boring and a waste of time to those 
who attend annual training. 
Give us more training. Explain more clearly what is wanted-provide time for staff to 
actually work on the plan. Provide format samples as to how report is to be submitted. 
More real feedback needed from a real person at school site! 
This process if the main reason principals are frustrated. The rules and expectations have 
changed so often that we can't lead our Leadership teams. Finally, it is coming together; 
however, it has at best been an excuse in frustration. Since the final focus is data driven, 
the rest (climate, demographics, etc.) could be eliminated. Let's stick to the bottom 
line-test scores and action plans' 
Why have two plans i.e., TSIPP plus SACS? One plan satisfies the requirement but why 
redefine and rubber stamp the process? Being a traditionalist, I feel that the 6th edition was 
more comprehensive per department at the high school level than the new "data driven" 
plan. High school data was limited until the Gateway, EOC, etc. I realize the national 
trend is school improvement based on test scores, but other aspects of evaluating a school 
program need to be addressed. Change is grand if it is beneficial. The burden of the new 
plan is on the principal and the "busy bee" workers; the old plan equally divided the school 
improvement process. 
The process is time consuming. Teachers feel overwhelmed and this is one more item on 
their plates to contend with during the school year. 
We have just completed our SACS evaluation and have turned in our TSIPP report; I am 
so tired at this point that I have nothing to say except that an abbreviated form for TSIPP 
would be helpful. 
All test data be geared to same basic interpretation. 
If an improvement plan is made, it must be created to fit the specific needs of an individual 
school. .. not necessarily the state suggested needs. 
The process is working; however, time is the problem-few staff have the time to develop 
and implement the plan as they would like to. If resources were not so limited, plans 
would show a creativity and vision that are lacking now. We all know that the lack of 
money prevents us from placing many action plans ideas in our finished product. Continue 
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providing training sessions. As our staffs evolve, more people need training. I would like 
to believe that those at the state level have some idea of the blood, sweat, and tears that 
have accompanied this process! 
Thank you for giving us one more thing to do! 
A school improvement plan, in order to be useful, must be personal and unique to that 
school. So many state requirements concerning format, terminology, etc. stunt its 
personality and usefulness. Teachers need to be spending time implementing the plan 
rather than dotting "i's" and crossing ''t's." 
Send staff to assist hands on at the schools. 
It's a good idea, but difficult sometimes to find the time to do it and to get the teachers to 
buy into it. I'm proud of the feedback. 
The instructions are much too vague. More time is spent doing the plan than implementing 
the plan. The state should provide clear, concrete directions on what is expected on the 
plan. The feedback from the reviewers was nit-picky-had nothing to do with whether 
schools were improving. The requirement and the TSIPP should be reviewed by a panel of 
practicing educators to make it more meaningful as it is now, it is more ofa test of one's 
writing abilities-much too intense to get at the heart of what's needed-needs to be 
simplified! Thanks for giving me a chance to vent. 
Instead of submitting a new plan each two years, one of the evaluators or readers of the 
initial plan should visit site to check progress of current plan/implementation. Time should 
not be mandated in our school calendars to allow for TSIPP process to enable teachers 
and principals to develop, implement, assess and revise the plan. We had to take teachers 
and principals away from regular duties and classrooms for 4-5 days and required a lot of 
work outside of school time. 
The school improvement plan is ideally a great idea. However, with all the other 
responsibilities of a high school principal requiring so much time, SIP gets minimal 
attention! Example- I am in my office writing this on a Saturday afternoon-I have been 
here all day trying to catch up on paperwork. The regular working hours are dedicated to 
peoplework. 
Let a focus group of principals meet and create a practical process-one that chop off tasks 
that are clearly not related to effective implementation of an action plan. THEN, let those 
principals create a web-based training component that takes principals through the 
process, step-by-step. The Gatlinburg event is a terrible waste oftime at a crucial time of 
year. 
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Streamline and give clear communication of what is wanted. We were told we could use 
SACS format and had to redo entirely. This happened to several Metro schools. 
Our concern is having to do both the TSIPP and SACS. We were accredited by SACS 
seven years ago. The state told everyone that if they were SACS accredited they would 
not have to do a TSIPP plan. Now they are requiring a TSIPP even if you are accredited. 
Both plans are looking for essentially the same information. The way our plans come up 
for renewal, we are having to constantly work on them. The plans have become a burden 
to the faculty. School Improvement Plans are good, but the State should reward schools 
for going a step beyond the TSIPP and not make them submit this plan also. 
I'd like to see a plan every three years with a written follow-up every year in between. 
There needs to be a system for continued evaluation and effort to improve. It needs to be 
based on data. It needs to be reviewed. 
Provide assistance to schools in the area of professional development. Small group 
sessions on development of each component. 
Actively support the school improvement processes being created by the various 
independent school associations. 
This is a waste of valuable time to repeat the process on a yearly basis (Memphis). 
Make this process worthwhile for teachers in the school-let them "see" this really is a 
working document. There is a huge lack of training for staff, and the SACS report is not 
making schools accountable! They are being allowed to "slide" by without being student-
centered and data driven. I have faced this problem this year. People on the SACS team 
had no training on TSIP. One person had been to one training session. The rest of the 
team were new teachers. 
Plans should be submitted every three years minimum! 
It can be a very positive experience if it is a team effort and is not just "something" on 
paper to meet state guidelines. 
The SACS plan is enough-the SIP is just something we have to that is not necessary if 
your school is doing well on state testing-ACT, report cards, and other areas. Your 
school may be doing an outstanding job, but if the SIP process is not followed as they 
request, the plan is likely to be returned even though your school is effective. 
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Come up with a plan and stay with it. You cannot evaluate Special Education students like 
regular students and be fair to the teacher, school and system. 
While the TSIPP is a good method to improve instruction, many veteran teachers see it as 
just another"fad,"e.g., Career Ladder, basic Skills First, etc. and believe it will also go 
away with or change in the next administration. Administrators continue to have additional 
paper added to their already full plates. 
Educate Directors of Schools about the process, COST and training needed to all 
stakeholders. Review Plans quicker-we need the results. 
A lot of time and effort was lost when the state revised the TSIPP. Let us get use to this 
plan before it is changed. 
Void the Work Keys Test. 
Have Year Round School. 
Have one set calendar statewide. 
Re-evaluate Gateway exit exams. 
Tell us up front what is required and not try to change the rules in the middle or spring 
something on somebody. Have more meetings and get i9formation to schools better. 
Many activities occur in schools that would be considered school improvement_ activities 
by many. Not all activities fit the TSIPP package. 
How can I do a good job when there is no time. Do I stop observing teachers or discipline 
or special ed issues (that take over half of my time) or every other school issue? Principals 
of small schools need more help (especially new principals) in preparing the plan. 
Give more money for staff development. 
Please consider the problems of the urban school system and don't think that high stakes 
testing will solve educational problems; we may be doing a better job than you think, 
considering the daily challenges we face. 
Getting feedback from the state sooner-better instructions. 
Refine the process-time is a concern-a valuable tool. 
Simplify the process! 
Pushing paper rather than kids! 
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The TSIPP process is good in theory. However, most administrators I know feel as 
though we have been jerked around by the state. The requirements for 1999 were not the 
requirements of 2001. SACS schools were lied to. There is no consistency in readers for 
TSIPP plans. Until everyone can get together at the state department, there will be 
problems. I believe the TSIPP process should continue, however I feel as though there 
needs to be a major overhaul of the system. In this day and time of budget constraints, we 
need to have a plan that will work without involving excessive amounts of time and 
personnel resources. 
Requires too much time. We spend too much time on activities that are not instruction for 
students. Four or five pages of analysis and goal setting would serve the purpose. 
Process seems to change as SAC's requirements change. The two still need closer 
communication. 
There are too many cumbersome plans and reports. There needs to be one plan-SACS, 
local district and TSIPP should all be the same. 
To support building efforts at continuous improvement. 
Stop focusing on testing data. 
The comparison of ''year to year children" does not seem to reveal progress or stagnation. 
Please help to develop a plan that would "simply" allow the record keeping of students 
progress from year to year. Time is so valuable for teachers and administrators. 
Please-we beg- do not create more paper-work that consumes time and does not permit 
the teachers/administrators involved in the actual teaching/caring for these children to do 
their jobs. Continual assessment does not allow for progress. Please understand. We have 
so many family and social variables in public education over which we have no control, but 
are held accountable for the progress or stagnation that the SBE has lost sight of our true 
[and real] function. 
Paper work tends to slow down any type of process leaning towards progress. Progress 
does not happen overnight, therefore, how can progress take place when paper work has 
to be done for someone else? 
I would like to ask them for the information to write the report with before we start the 
project. I think there should be training sessions on every school level to show the schools 
exactly what you are asking for instead of people working and then having to redo and 
redo until you finally have what the readers want. 
Be specific in what is wanted. The rules have been changes while the process is being 
undertaken. Tell us what you want the first time and we will do it correctly. 
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I am of the opinion that most principals have a poor attitude concerning our State School 
Board. Every year we receive new regulations and directions from these people with little 
or no time to set the process up and most of these center on vocational issues. Concerning 
the TSIPP, my questions would be, do they have an understanding ofthis process and all 
that it entails? 
Concentrate on seeking support for the educational improvements we seek from 
legislators. It is demoralizing to complete a mammoth study for improvement knowing the 
state will not support improvement. 
Allow the state report card speak for the school. Planning and implementation should be 
on the system level. 
Eliminate the paper work and make things simple. State money could be better spent 
elsewhere. 
TSIPP and SACS need to use the same or more similar plans. They must meet and settle 
their differences. Better communication between state and administrators of schools 
about the process. 
The TSIPP is a valuable a school educational compilation of a specific school's mission, 
needs, plans, and assessments. The document preparations is an excellent school 
evaluation/assessment process of its schools achievements which support the mission 
statement. The TSIPP process provides a vehicle for effective team decision making. The 
stakeholders ( administrators, teachers, staff, parents, and community persons) use the 
TSIPP data and statements to plan and implement strategies for the educational 
development of the students. The TSIPP design improvements should include: specific 
instructions for desired responses, length of format and duplication of data and 
information. 
The training provided is geared for elementary schools-high schools have to accomplish 
some of the goals and TSIPP must be accomplished by trial and error. Examples are not 
given for high schools-it is geared again for elementary. It does make you look at your 
strengths and weaknesses, but sometimes it is hard to know what the state wants. Also, it 
is not reliable to judge a school on the TSIPP information. There is so much more to a 
high school. 
Make the TSIPP and the SACS evaluation exactly the same. We were told that they 
would be accepted by both but that is not the case. 
Need more periodic review of the process with principals. I attended one training session 
three years ago. 
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Schools know their weaknesses based on data. It is very time consuming to go through the 
state's planning process. Plans are necessary and important, but this process is not 
necessary. 
Get your act together as a State Board. We have our act together with the lack of help 
we get from the State of Tennessee. 
Training sessions should be available for high school emphasis. 
Please be consistent and get the information/examples out to stakeholders. This process is 
very fragmented and frustrating. The design works well for helping our staff become 
knowledgeable but breaks down at the state level. Again, the state does not appear to 
articulate a clear vision for the local school. 
We must have the resources from the State and local in order to implement the TSIPP 
plan. 
State expectations far exceed state funding. 
The complete SIP should only be required to be submitted every three years; in the 
interim, a brief update or revision form should be submitted. 
With all the testing that is about to be implemented in our state, a school improvement 
plan should be based on the improvement of these scores. While the process of the school 
improvement plan is good, without the money and time to work on the plan, it becomes 
more of a problem than a solution. 
We need training sessions on how to develop and implement TSIPP. 
The required paper work from the state is becoming too time consuming for faculty and 
staff members. The primary goal and responsibility should be to run the schools and teach 
the students on a daily basis. The excessive number and amount of information in these 
reports has taken too many hours of potential quality time with the students. I have not 
seen where they can help the day to day operation of the school. 
In plain English, tell us what you want. Mandate local support for the implementation of 
the improvements needed. I am not the brightest star on the tree, but I could do much 
better with more concrete instructions. 
It is not necessary to do an annual plan, a position to which the state has already moved. A 
template such as the one developed in Hamilton County would be beneficial statewide. 
More funds and more staff 
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Give us a rubric and stick with it. Have a plan due to the state every 5 years. Keep it 
simple. Listen to those of us "in the trenches" and use our ideas. Stop cutting our funding 
and pressure the legislature! 
Explain everything in an easy to understand manner. Plain English is easy to understand. 
All the time that is taken from teaching to jump thru these hoops is not necessarily the way 
to improve schools. 
Time will be better spent on a continual self-analysis and local evaluation on the school 
program. 
Cut out the dog and pony show. Ask good solid questions that have merit. Don't make it 
so formal. This thing causes great distress; mostly it takes a lot of time and effort for the 
results you get. Some one in the State Department must justify a salary. 
More focus on the process, not the parts and the writing. Allow flexibility of the 
document! 
The comments from the State Department employees who read the SIPs are very 
inconsistent and frequently confusing. It seems to depend upon who actually does the 
reading of the plans. There seems to be a great deal of conflict and disagreement 
between/among readers as to what should be in the SIP. 
Ask only for specific information (data) that is needed to analyze and utilize to improve 
my school. Do not continue to change the requirements for our school improvement plans. 
I would like for the State and SACS to use the same school improvement plans format. 
The state has one format while SACS has another one. This causes a lot of extra work for 
the administration to complete and say the same thing in each report. 
It is a very good process. We do not have the time to do it. There are too many fires to 
put out and far, far too many reports to fill out. Not enough resources, time, or people to 
do the job well. Accountability is a good political band wagon to jump on and pass the 
buck. You have passed it on too much and underfunded education too long. Give us some 
respect and back us up with strong discipline policies to remove students who don't want 
to learn. Go into urban areas such as Memphis, Nashville and others and give them the 
financial support they need. You become more accountable along with all the other 
politicians. Then you will see real change. 
This was my first SIP to develop. I feel, this year, that the state did not provide me with 
training or professional help to answer my many questions that I had about the plan. 
We should always evaluate out total school and its parts. We should strive for 
improvement-the SIP is a good self-study, but improvement plans without funding do 
little good. 
Needs to be less time consuming. Narrow the focus to real issues to improve student 
learning and performance. 
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Question: Why do schools that meet the majority of state goals have to go through the 
formal process? The "grading" or reading and scoring of the plan is emphasized too much. 
It has become more of a chore than professional work. Save everyone time, including the 
readers and allow schools that are meeting goals to present a plan without the stress of the 
grading. Schools on probation would still be required to have their plan monitored. 
Allow SACS schools to drop TSIPP model and submit SACS School Improvement 
Process. 
Make it as "simple" as possible (yet substantive) and make sure enough resources are 
available to support desired results. 
We feel that the NSSE stuff is something that we feel that we have to do, but it has very 
little to do with us understanding how well we are reaching our goals. Also, peer reviews 
should be a part of the natural rhythm of the SIP process. For instance, they should be in 
years which best uses SIPs. 
There has to be a better way to do the TSIPP. The process of meeting, discussing, etc., 
works very well. However, there has to be a better way to write the plan each year for 
state approval. Possibly use a form or something on-line to fill in what the committees and 
school are doing. You could still have the same outcome, the stakeholders would have 
ownership, and it would be much quicker. We as a staff are pushed for time, we need an 
easier way to do this after meeting and coming up with plans. 
It is too long for people to read. It needs to be condensed. 
Quit wasting time and money on things that do not matter, especially since you are broke. 
You pay people to nit-pick through stuff to justify their job. 
Constant change produces an uncertain climate for those who must produce the desired 
results. 
Data and other information needed by schools for completing the SIP be delivered to 
schools in a more timely manner. Data from state testing must be further disaggregated so 
that it can be more readily useable when preparing the SIP. Continue to streamline the 
SIP document by carrying goals where applicable. 
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Start with report card data-only use those components to form needs and action plans to 
remedy deficiencies. Principals DO NOT have TIME to operate a school of any size and 
every two years BIRTH a document. Expensive to get release time for teachers (subs to 
pay for). Gateway requirements require math/science/English teachers in the classroom 
180 days period. No substitutes for them. Little input from them as a result. It is a good 
idea to keep schools from just floating along but formulating and implementing a plan is a 
big challenge. Staff apathy is a bigger problem than you think. Majority of educators think 
another idea from S.D.E. that will quickly fade away! 
It took far too long, indeed it still has not been done adequately, for the State to tell us 
what they wanted in the SIP and the format. There should have been mandatory meetings 
paid for by the State, where the process was explained in detail with some concrete items 
given. This whole process has been confusing, haphazard, and frustrating to we who must 
do the work of completing and carrying out the TSIPP. The other big problem is when are 
teachers supposed to work on this? It is extremely time consuming and all of my teachers 
teach a full load every day. Nowhere else would an individual be asked to work this much 
extra without compensation. 
State and local must provide resources/funding to have true school improvement. 
Better Communication! 
We need funding to implement some needs identified during the TSIPP. 
Process needs to be greatly streamlined. Too cumbersome and time consuming. 
Let us use School renewal without interference from state reports that put all school on 
one plane. 
We are already pressed for time and you keep adding more responsibilities to us. Looks 
great on paper but without funds if doesn't work. A lot of you need to get back into the 
real world of education-you have all these plans, but you really don't see how what you 
implement effects the teachers and principals in every day life. 
Less paperwork. 
Eliminate it on the state level! ! Make it a responsibility of the local superintendent in his 
contract with principals. State could send us the money it is wasting on this burdensome 
process. 
Additional help for rural schools needs more emphasis (financial). Additional resources for 
aiding with individual school planning-"how to workshops", show us what is working at 
other similar schools that would be feasible for us. 
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With everything else, it is too time consuming. 
I think it is good to have a specified area to look at improving every two years; however, 
some goals may take longer to see the efects of the action plan. I think there is a lack of 
understanding still concerning the actual process of developing your school's plan. I also 
think getting a staff to take ownership of the plan is key for its success. 
There was a state pilot program that correlated the school improvement plan to staff 
development. The program was eliminated (funding). For SIP success there has to be staff 
development and teacher awareness. We participated in the pilot and aligned our school 
improvement plan with staff development. Both are continuous processes. We are a better 
system (high school) because of our participation and implementation. 
More training on data analysis-more hand's on training on doing a plan. 
Require SIP every three years. Viewed as just another mandate from the state. It is done 
because we are directed to do it, not for real school improvement. Just another layer of 
work and responsibility forcing teachers to Georgia. 
The process is too time consuming and changes from one meeting to the next. 
If used properly, TSIPP is a road map to success. 
It seems measures used to evaluate high schools change without ample and/or proper 
notification of principals. No one, I mean no one, at the state level can explain about the 
drop-out rate as computed/calculated, yet these numbers "magically" appear on the school 
report card released by the state. Too many days of the school year are spent testing 
students and taking away from quality instruction time. From TCAP competency, TCAP 
writing, GATEWAY, nonning tests-we spent 10-15 school days testing. I wish the State 
Board and the legislature would seek more principal input regarding policies, procedures, 
implementation. I am tired of bureaucrats and "lay" people dictating how I have to spend 
so much of my time. Between the SDE and legislature, I will take early retirement! 
The main point I would stress is that the TSIPP and SACS plans should be one plan; that 
is, one plan should suffice for both requirements. While both plans are useful and both 
have their own merits, the amount of work required and time spent developing the plans 
separately would be better spent, I feel, implementing the plan itself. We in education 
should work smarter rather than always asking faculty and staff to needlessly work harder. 
I sincerely hope this suggestion will be taken into consideration. 
Please inform your personnel the same things. Principals have been told numerous ways 
from numerous people. Keep it the same as SACS. 
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Get rid of the prescribed process and require schools to use a research-based process that 
fits the local school's needs. 
Just so much more paper-work. School improvement occurs when a positive atmosphere 
is maintained by administration and quality instruction is provided by teachers. Good 
schools are successful because of hard work, good programs and supportive communities. 
TSIPP is just a chore that bogs us down and keeps us from our real job. 
Stop all the needless bureaucratic paperwork caused by the TSIPP! 
The need to emphasize a system-wide approach to school improvement, i.e., central office 
and school board's necessary roles in making the process work. Also, funding support to 
make the required improvements- the additional cost of quality staff development, 
resources to assist with instruction and competitive salaries to attract and retain good 
teachers. Competitive salaries are a huge issue, especially in rural school districts. 
Make it simple!!! It should include only: data analysis, action plan, previous plan 
evaluation. Maybe 5-10 pages and not 50-100. 
True school improvement can be maintained only by resources that appear to be 
unimportant currently. 
I have no problem with a school improvement plan as long as I understand what is 
expected. I have read and been told so many different things that I am not sure what the 
State wants-it changes with each plan. Also, I was told that the State school improvement 
plan and the SACS evaluation were the same. Most definitely they are not. The feedback 
form from the State on the last plan was much better than before. Also the local consultant 
assisted in its breakdown. If expectations on the plan do not change, I believe our school 
will have one that will satisfy everyone. It would also be very helpful if the state plan and 
the SACS plan were the same document. 
Allow more input by principals in the planning stages of TSIPP. 
State Department reviews need to be more specific in deficiencies-the remarks are too 
broad. 
Do not force mandates on us without proper funding to implement the mandates. 
Do away with it. The State has each schools report cards in front of them. If a school does 
not measure up to state requirements, then that school should submit a TSIPP yearly, until 
said scores improve to state satisfaction. There is too much for schools to do presently 
without having to do TSIPP. Let the schools' scores speak for themselves. 
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No comment. 
The state reviewers look for too many things. If the plan is to address legitimate analysis 
of school data to determine strengths and weaknesses, which lead the decisions about 
setting appropriate goals for school improvement, true school improvement should be the 
bottom line. The State looks for so many items that you get lost just trying to cover their 
check off list. The primary purpose of the process gets bogged down in trying to make 
sure every item from A to Z gets coverage in the plan. The process needs streamlined to 
focus on school improvement, not making sure multiple items are checked offi 
Process is extremely time consuming and it still needs to be a less complicated and less 
time centered procedure. 
There is a lot of material in the TSIPP that is not needed. 
Simplify the process and combine it with the SACS plan as intended so only one plan is 
necessary. 
Please set your expectations and procedures and then leave them alone long enough to 
allow schools to learn the process. 
As a first year principal at the high school level, I inherited a SIP from ti. principal that did 
not serve as an instructional leader. The SIP was due by December 15'1\ so the plan was a 
carryover, not part of my administration. However, changes were made and resubmitted 
on April 30th . The plan is better. Schools in transition should be allowed time to realign, 
refocus, and initiate change. A school's climate is hard to understand on paper. Readers 
are not all objective in their reading, nor are they always thorough. 
We had a system of identifying needs, addressing our problems areas and involving 
everyone in the process before TSIPP. I think our old method was more effective than 
what we do now because the method seems to be more important than the product. 
SACS TSIPP and district plans should all be the same. 
There needs to be funding and support for the schools and system to help with the plan. 
Blend vocational evaluations, High Schools That Work Technical Assistance Visits, 
Southern Association Evaluations and TSIPP into a single process. We are constantly 
working on one of these initiatives. The time could be used for improving instead of 
thinking and writing to meet a particular groups needs. Please have these people get 
together and unite efforts! 
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Get real with what students need to improve learning. 
The process is too time consuming. It could be just as effective without the added 
burdens. Teachers will remain apathetic as long as work load is increased without 
immediate, visible results. 
It is totally inappropriate for Memphis to be required to do a local plan, a different plan for 
SACS while at the same time we are continuing to make-over the local plan so it will meet 
state standards. 
Needs to be simplified. Too many goals. 
Value? In proportion to time put in? Requirements change, instructions for one meeting 
and another changes, etc. Education in a budget crunch-spend money contracting experts 
. . 
m over seemg revisions. 
We must have more resources to accomplish the improvement. These resources must be 
available every year. Also, the school improvement plan is very long on paper work. 
Need resources to implement the plan. 
Hold firm your course! 
You must have the funds to have real school improvement! 
Simplify, Simplify! 
Go with SACS and forget the TSIPP. 
We need more communication before we complete the TSIPP process. We need an exact 
rubric. 
Allow time for goals to be assessed. Don't change every year. Principals feel that they 
must have new goals every year. 
Keep working to help students. 
Too often! 
Keep working to streamline the process. It is very laborious. Perhaps a checklist would be 
a way to verify much of the information. If the process cannot be streamlined, provide a 
way to pay staff for their involvement. At a time when education is trying to emulate 
business, perhaps adequate pay for the hours involved would be appropriate; certainly 
businesses pay their staffs for overtime. 
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Schools and teachers are accountable and many welcome this process. If schools must 
meet deadlines, the state department should be accountable, a lso, particularly in getting 
test scores back in a timely manner. Please remind all that Tennessee's Report Card is 
much higher than should be expected, given the state's per pupil expenditures. In effect, 
teachers and schools are over achieving when resources are not adequately provided! 
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